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THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
April 27, 1973
TO:

All Members of the Faculty

FROM:

John N. Durrie, Secretary

SUBJECT:

May Meetings of University Faculty

The next two meetings of the University Faculty will be
held Tuesday, May.§_, at 3:00 .E.·!!!.· in the Kiva and on
Wednesday, May 16, at the same time and place.
The agenda for the May 8 meeting will include the following
items:

1-4

1.

Approval of summarized minutes of meeting of April 24.
(Minutes attached.)

P, 5

2.

Faculty Senate proposal.

PP, 6-13

3.

Proposal to separate Department of Guidance and Special
Education into two departments, i.e., Department of
Guidance and Department of Special Education--Dean
Lawrence for the College of Education.
(Statement
attached.)

pp,

(Statement attached.)

pp, 14-17 4.

Proposal for Master of Science Degree in Computing and
Information Science--Dean Benedetti for the Graduate
Committee.
(Statement attached.)

5.

Proposal for a Library Faculty representative on the
Faculty Policy committee--Professor Hicks for the FPC.

S - J,._
THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
FACULTY MEETING
May 8, 1973
(Summarized Minutes)
The May.a, 1973, meeting of the University Faculty was called to order
by President Heady at 3:10 p.m., with a quorum present.

The summarized minutes of the April 24 meeting were approved by the
Faculty as submitted.
y}I..- < )'

<-

A motion by Professor Ehrenberg to permit several striking missil-e /
workers from Artesia to address the Faculty failed to carry.

'

It was noted by President Heady that the Faculty had directed on April 24
that the first order of business should be the further consideration
of Professor Meier's motion and Professor Cottrell's amendment concerning a Faculty S e nate. Thereupon, a motion by Professor Cottrell
tha~ his amendment be tabled indefinitely was approved, as was his
motion that a motion presented by Professors Hufbauer, Meier, ~erkx,
and himself be substituted for Professor Meier's motion of April 24.
In making the substitute motion, Professor Cottrell explained that the
major difference centered around the first sentence: In the original
mot~on the wording was, "Be it resolved that the University of New
Mexico Faculty approves the creation of a University of New Mexico
Faculty Senate"; in the substitute motion it reads, "It is the sense
of ~he Faculty that we consider the creation of a Faculty Senate
subJect to the following guidelines."
A motion by Professor Regener that the six items of section

A. in
the substitute motion be considered separately was approved.
A.l. in the substitute motion reads, "The University of New
Mexico Faculty Senate shall be empowered to act on all faculty business other than certain specified business to be reserved to the
faculty as a whole." Professor Regener proposed that ~t be amended
to read, "The University of New Mexico Faculty Senate is an agency
of the General Faculty and shall be empowered to act on all Faculty
business delegated to it by the General Faculty o" Professor Christman
then proposed to amend Professor Regener's amendment by adding, "and
the Senate shall issue minutes of their meetings regularly to the
General Faculty." Professor christman's amendment failed to carry,
ana, after further discussion, Professor Regener's amendment was
approved.
A.2.
in the substitute motion r~ad~, "The business reserved to
t
he faculty as a whole shall inter alia include (a) conferring of
~egrees, (b) Constitutional changes, (c) election o~ the Committee
tn Academic Freedom and Tenure, (d} reports and business ~eferred by
the Se~ate, (e) reports and business referred by the President of
he University."
(No amendments were suggested.)

t::-·
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A.3. in the substitute motion reads, "The University of New
Mexico Senate sha l l be truly representative of all areas and teaching
ranks within t h e University."
(No amendments were suggested.)
A.4. in the substitute motion reads, "The ·faculty, as a body of
.the whole, shall meet at least twice each year to act on that certain
specified bus i ness reserved to the faculty, to receive reports from
officers of the University and from the Faculty Senate, and to discus s
any matter of University concern." Professor Regener's proposal th at
the word "receive" be changed to "act upon" was approved.
A.5. in the substitute motion reads, "The faculty, as a bod y of
the whole, may meet from time to time to discuss any matter of University concern. The chairperson of the faculty shall call a meet ing
of the faculty upon a petition of 5% of the voting faculty. A q u orum
for such a meeti n g s h all be 10% of the voting faculty." An amendment
introduced by Professor Regener that A.5. be deleted was approv ed .
A.6. (now A.5.) in the substitute motion reads, "At a meeting
called by petition or at the semi-annual meeting of the fac u lty a s a
whole, the faculty may take up any Senate action. The faculty may
vote to have the Senate reconsider any Senate action at th e Sena t e ' s
next meeting.
If the Senate at its next meeting shall reaffirm i ts
original action, the matter shall then be submitted by mail ref e r endum to the entire faculty.
If 50% or more of the facul t y shall c ast
their ballots, and if a majority of those voting shall disapprov e
the Senate's action, the Senate shall be overruled." Profess ~r Regener offered an amendment to have the new A.5. read as follows:
"At
a meeting called by petition, · or at a regular meeting of th e facul ty
as a whole, the faculty may take up any S enate action and shall h ave
the power to alter, reject, approve, submit to a referendum, or
otherwise dispose of any action of the Faculty Senate withi n a fi xed
period of time after a Senate vote. Senate action does not take effect until such period has elapsed without challenge b y the Ge n e r al
Faculty." The Faculty then approved an amendm~nt, intr<;>duc e d b y
Professor Rhodes, to apply to either the substitute motion or the
Regener amendment, to add the following:
"The approved mi nutes of
the Faculty Senate shall be distributed to all members of t he Ge n eral
Faculty within three days of their approval." Thus amen d e d, t h e
Regener amendment failed to pass. Professor Hufbauer ~hen proposed
that A.5. of the substitute motion be amended to substitute the
Words, "a regular meeting" for "the semi-annual meeting" ai:id t<;> add,
at the end, "The approved minutes of the Senate shall b~ distrib1:1ted
to the faculty within three working days after the meeting at wh ich
they are approved." This amendment of Professor.Hufbau er wa s app roved .
The Faculty then failed to approve an amendment, introduc e d by Pro fessor Spolsky, to add in A.5. the sentence, "A quorum for t he Sen a te
shall be 80% of the elected members·"

In the substitute motion, the preamble to A. reads:. "Be It Resol ved
That: It is the sense of the university of New ~exico faculty tha~
~e.consider the creation of a Faculty Senate ~ubJect to the f oll owing
9Uldelines." The Faculty then approved a motion by Profe s sor W<;>od- .
house to amend the preamble to read, "It is the sens~ of t he Un i v e r sity
of New Mexico Faculty to create a Faculty Senate subJect to t he f o l lowing guidelines."

s·97
As amended above--i . e ., in A • 1 • , in A • 4 • , in th e d e 1 e t·ion o f As
• . , i'n
the new A. 5., and in the preambl e--Section A. of the substitute
moti on was then approved by the Faculty.
In the s ubstitute motion , B . reads as follows:

"Be It Further Resolved That: 1. The faculty e lect an ad hoc committee (a) To propose the structure and proc edures of the University of New Mexico
Facul ty Senate, subject to the f oregoing guidelines, (b) To propose
the amendments to the current Fa c u lty Constitution which would be
nece s s ary for the implementa t i o n of the ad hoc committee's proposed
struc ture and procedures , (c ) To present its proposals to the faculty
f~r f a c ulty adoption .
2 . Th e ad hoc committee's report shall be
circulated no later than Januar y 20, 1974. 3. The ad hoc committee
shall have 9 members . The Ch airma n of the Policy Committee and the
Chairman of the Academic Freed om a n d T e nure Committee shall be members. Seven members shall b e elected at large by preferential ballot
at ~h is meeting (May 8) .
The Faculty approved B • . in the substitute
motion .a s presented .
11

As call e d for in B . above , the following were nominated for membership o n the S e nat~ad hoc committee: Professors Christman, Cottrell,
Garcia, George, Hillerman , Huber, Lawrence, R. Lewis, Loftfield,
M~rkx , Nason, Prouse, Regener, Slate, Th orson, Tillotson, Walker,
Zintz. Additionally , Pro f essors Coheu, Hufbauer, and Logan were nominated and withdrew . A p referential ballot resulted in the election
of Pro fessors Christman , Cottrell, Hillerman, Huber, Merkx, Nason,
and Pr o use .
Upon t h e r ecommendation of Dean Lawrence, and with the approval of
the Co l lege of Education Faculty, the Curricula Committee, the
Gradua t e Committee, and Vice President Travelstead, the Faculty approv ed the separation of t h e Department of Guidance and Spe cial Education into two departme nts: t h e Department of Guidance and Counseling and the Department of Special Education.
Professor Morrison on behalf of the Division of Computing and Inform~tion Sc ience, pr~sented a proposal for the offering, by the . Divisi~n, o f a Master of S cience degree in Computing and Information
Science. He explained that t h e Mathe~at ics Department 1 now offer~
the degr ee as a computing sci ence option to the Masters De gree in
Appl ied Mathematics and that t he present proposal seeks to transfer
aut h ority for granting the d e gr e e from t he Math e matics Department
to t he Division and to chang e th e name of t h e degree.
It was also
expl a i ned , by memorandum t o t he Fa culty from Assistant De ~n Johns~n
of t h e Graduate School that the Mathemat i cs Department will retain
~h e a u t h o rity to grant 'a Master of Arts degree under which an.opt i on
ln appl i ed mathematics i s a v ailable and that the De partmen t will not
Offer a c omputing scienc e opt i on. Profess?r Morriso~ noted the ~pProv al o f the Graduate committee, the c u rric u la Commi tt 7e, and Vice
President Travelstead , and t h e Faculty thereup?n v oted its app:oval.
~rof~s~or May, for the curricula committee, said tha~ ~h 7 Commi t tee,
in ~1.v ing its approva l "urges and expec t s that t1:e Division of ComPu~1.ng and Inforrration Sc ience wi ll meet the service needs of t he
Univers ity community in c omp u t ing scienc e a t the u n d ergraduat e level .

11

President Heady informed the Faculty that the Regents at their May .4
meeting, had approved the recent amendments to the Faculty Constitution, so that the amendments were now in effect.
Professor Hicks, on behalf of the Faculty Policy Committee, moved to
take from the table the statement, "One member of the Library Faculty
to be added to the Faculty Policy Committee," which appeared among
recently proposed amendments to the Faculty Constitution. The Faculty,
having approved the motion to take the statement from the table, then
approved a motion by Professor Hicks that the necessary amendment to
the Faculty Constitution be adopted.
Professor Cottrell requested that the May 16 agenda provide for
briefing and discussion "in the area of recommendations to limit the
percentage of tenured faculty at the University of New Mexico . " In
this connection, Professor Hicks read a motion approved by the Faculty Policy Committee requesting that the administration delay any
action regarding a decision on tenure quotas until the Academic
Freedom and Tenure Committee and the FPC and perhaps others can study
the situation and provide recommendations to the Faculty and to the
administration. Adoption of the FPC motion was approved by the Faculty.
John N. Durrie, Secretary

THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
FACULTY MEETING
May 8, 1973
The May 8, 1973, meeting of the University Faculty
was called to order by President Heady at 3:10 p.m., with
a quorum present.
Approval of
PRESIDENT HEADY
I will call the meeting to order,
Summarized
please.
I would like to ask, first, whether there are any
changes or additions to the summarized minutes of the meeting Minutes
of April twenty-fourth, which were distributed with the
call to this meeting.
If not, is there a motion to approve the minutes as
distributed?
PROFESSOR LOGAN

So moved.

(Seconded.)

"no."

HEADY
Those in favor, please say "aye"; opposed,
The motion is carried.

I have been asked by Mr. Ehrenberg to recogn ize him
to make a request about a change in the -- before we go on
to the next item. Mr. Ehrenberg.
r

,;

PROFESSOR EHRENBERG
There are some people here
J from the
strikers, the striking mi-&sile workers in
Artesia. When they found out about the Faculty meeting
this afternoon, requested me to introduce a motion asking
for the Faculty's approval to give them a few minutes in
the beginning of the Faculty meeting so they could talk
to you and make some points. It wouldn't take very long .
As I understand it involves a change in the agenda and I
wanted to ask the Faculty if they would be willing to hear
a couple of people from Artesia for a minute.
HEADY
At this point, it is my understanding, is
that the end of the last meeting there was a motion to
Place on the table until the first order of business at
this meeting, the whole matter of consideration of the
Faculty senate, so I presume you want to move that before
we do that, to allow how many minutes?
EHRENBERG

Ten.

How's that?

Strikers f r om
Artesia Not
Admitted to
Meeting
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HEADY
Ten minutes, for a presentation of representatives of the strikers in Artesia.
Is that the motion?
EHRENBERG
HEADY

That's the motion, yes.

Is there a second?

(Several seconds.)
Is there discussion? Those in favor of the
HEADY
motion, please say "aye"; opposed, "no."
The chair is in some doubt, as usual.
if you are in favor of the motion.

Let's stand

Those opposed to the motion, please stand.
I think the motion is lost.
we want.
I should say
there's no interest
they want to get on
meet with people at
interested would be

I will have a vote if

to you, I don't think that means that
in what you have to say, but I think
to the business, and if you want to
the end of the meeting, I am sure those
glad to stay here, if you can do that.

We now have, then, before us, as the first
Faculty
order of business, the whole matter of consideration of the
Senate
Faculty senate, and at the time we adjourned the last meeting,
my understanding is that we had under discussion an amendment that was proposed by Professor Cottrell to the original
main motion that had been introduced by Professor Meier.
So before us at this time is further consideration
of Professor cottrell's amendment.
Professor Cottrell.
PROFESSOR COTTRELL
Mr. President, I met with
ProfessomMerkx and Meier and Hufbauer one day last week.
We have composed a substitute motion that I think will
overcome many of the objections of both to my amendment
and to the original motion that was made two weeks ago.
In order to introduce that, we need to dispose of

my amendment which is pending, and so for that purpose,
I would move that the amendment which I made last time,
be tabled indefinitely.
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HEADY

Is there a second on th

mo

on?

(Several seconds . )
HEADY
It's been moved an
con d
debatable motion . Those inf vor of h
indefinitely, please say "aye"; oppos d, "no."
motion is carried .
Professor Cottrell .
COTTRELL
I hope the
yesterda~ by early today, a
substitute resolution to be
on behalf of Professor Hufb uer,
It embodies most of th con n
motion with a couple or three m jor ch n
just review those changes .

h

Would it be appropri t
received this and have read it?
or received it?
HEADY

Do we have an

COTTRELL
service .
HEADY

I turned all of

Okay .

Maybe
COTTRELL
pon t o or three of them in
from the original resolution n
this .
.
Well , I guess I should
lntroducing this first, and t
o I move the substitute o
HEADY

(Seconded . )
HEADY
We have
titute the substi ut
COTTRELL
Th
'n motion i ' s

.m -0

con

Is ther

0

1

cop

ex r

-

h

0

0
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of the first sentence in the Meier motion of last month.
That sentence said:
"Be it resolved that University of New Mexico
Faculty approves the creation of a University
of New Mexico Faculty :senate. 11
My original amendment did not address itself to
that, but there had been considerable concern over creating
a senate when we didn't know what the senate was going to
consist of, so in the substitute motion, the wording is
that:
. hrt :is the sense of the University of New
Mexico Faculty that we consider the creation of
a Senate, subject to the following guidelines"
so we are not, by this action, creating a $enate. We are,
in fact, saying that we wi ll study it, hear some guidelines, and then, in part (b) of the resolution, we set up
the composition of the committees, and when this committee
should report back.
I think this will overcome the fears of those who
did not wish to vote for a.S-enate without knowing what
the senate was composed of.
Otherwise, it's pretty much the same.
Item two does, in fact, spell out part of the
responsibilities, be it resolved to the general Faculty,
and i t was the feeling of the conferees on this that the
conferring of degrees is the business of the Faculty which,
at this time, we may not wish to delegate to the senate,
so it's being reserved as one of the things for the Faculty,
constitutional changes, election of the committee on
Academic Freedom and Tenure, and then other business of
lhe Faculty would be reports and business referred by the
~enate, and reports and business as referred by the
President of the University.
There is a slight change in item six from my
~endment last time that is not quite asspecific. But
it does indicate that at a meeting called by petition or
at the semiannual meetirgof the Faculty as a whole, the
Faculty may take up any ~nate action, the Facult~ may
Vote to have the ienate reconsider any ~enate action at
the ~enate's next meeting.
If the §enate, at its next

5/8/73 , p . 5

meeting , s hall reaffirm its origin l
ction, th
shall then be submitted by mail referendum to
aculty .
And then it goes on to spell o t
ht
fifty percent of the Faculty must vo
i
This is a little different, bu
same as the amendment that I placed la
Then we go a little further in
committee and it may be the wishes of
divide this into two parts an limit ou
to resolution of part (a), and lat r to
do spell out that the corrunit
re or
circulated by January 20, 1974 .
Now, Mr . ourrie tells
think that makes much differ
time, that was the intent of i , n
in the hands of the Faculty and so on
Also,
the function of th c
out on page two , and the corrunitt
ill
e feel that the chairman of the
Tenure Corrunittee for next year, an
Policy Committee , should very_ d fi
study cornrnitte~ of the nine me er
he elected at large her today, o
to answer any of the questions, but
of the substitute motion which e
HEADY
Now , the quest on be
I understand it , is whether es
for the Meier motion that
s und r
eek -- at the last meeting.
at
that, either to substitute this
earlier motion, whichever on
ill be subject to further po

ow, is there discus ion on
ubstitute this motion for th oth r?
There is no discus ion,
h t
Those in favor, pl a
h
ubstitute motion ha b
i no before us for fur h r

h r yo

n

0

0

0

o.

0

h'
0

.

0

0
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Professor Regener.
PROFESSOR REGENER
I am in favor of the new motion,
but I would like to have the chance of introducing some
amendments and for that purpose I would like to move t h at
under item (a), the six items be considered separately .
HEADY
separately?

Each of the six items to be considered

REGENER
HEADY

Yes.
Is there a second to that motion?

PROFESSOR HICKS

Seconded.

HEADY
It's been moved and seconded t hat we take
up, under item (a), each of the six items separ a tely . Any
discussion on that? Those in favor, please say "ay e " ;
opposed, "no. 11 The motion is carried.
Professor Regener.
REGENER
Under item one, I would like to see i t
made clear that the University of New Mexic o Fac u lty S enate
derives its power from t h e(oeneral Faculty, which , of
course, is assumed anyhow , but it mi ght be spelled out, and
f or that purpose, I would like to stop the present language
at the word 11 genate, 11 and then let t h e rest re ad like this :
"The University o f New Mexico Faculty Sen ate is a n
agency of the General Faculty and shall b e empowered
to act on all Faculty business delegated t o it b y
the general Faculty ."
PROFESSOR GREEN
HEADY
to item one.

Second.

That amendment has been moved and seconde d,
Is there a d iscussion?

Yes.
PROFESSOR SPOLSKY
We have, I think , with t he u s ual
;bility, I suppose, been stuck with a n a~endment be for e
e h ave a chance to discuss the g eneral issue .
However, I think t h is amendment is a ve r y good one
to discuss f or the first time, and the gen eral issue of
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whether or not we should have a fenate, rather than discussing the specific details of what it might be like and
how we might go about it, and seeing we are discussing
under this amendment, I think it might be critical to
consider whether the ~enate is empowered to act on -- is
an agency of the Faculty, so I will, unless you consider
it out of order, talk on this general question of whether
we should have a .stenate.
Basically, I don't think it's worthwhi le having a
Senate, and secondly, I don't think it's worthwh ile going
through the business of deciding what the Senate might be
like.
If one considers for a moment how the business
of the University is conducted at the moment, in effect we
have an admittedly self-selected S-enate consisting of
those members of the Faculty who choose to attend the
Faculty meetings.
The number varies and we can all set a lower limit
on that, but we maintain no upper limit. That means, in
effect, that while the business of the Faculty is conducted
by a small group -- seldom more than a hundred or so -- at
any stage any Faculty member does have the opportunity
to come and take part in the conduct of the business.
If, on the other hand, we move to a ~enate, what we
wi ll be doing, in effect, is limiting the seating and
upper limit on the number of Faculty members that can take
p art in the business of the Faculty. We wouldn't ,
pre sumably, set the lower limit if we take the example
from the University Forum, and its inability to obtain a
quorum.
If we take, for example, from many University
committees and the number who attend University committees,
we will assume that the real business will be -- will
continue to be done by a small self-selected g roup among
the people we elect to the S"enate.
I suspect what we will be do ing is providing those
of us who don't like to come to Faculty meetings, with an
excuse for not coming . we ,vill say we have no right to
come because we are no l onger members of the ~nate, so
we will be cutting out
satisfying our consciences .
In effect, though , the business will continue to
be done by a small group, which is not something to
object to, but what is mo re seri ous , I think, is under
any Senate arrangement, the Faculty , as a whole , will be
Prevented, except under the most extraordinary conditions,
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and some of them they are trying to spell out, to have
any effect.
Therefore, unless somebody can come up with very
cogent reasons for a :G"enate, I will oppose it.
I think
that a ,enate is not an advantage of our present arrangement.
I believe, having been in the ~niversity, working
basically under a lenate, having seen the beginnings in
the middle Sixties and how difficult it was for that
university to react, having gone through the recent years
at this University and seen, with all its basic messiness
and powerlessness, how well this University, with its open
Faculty meeting, was able to act, I believe that it will be
better to maintain our present arrangement, so I didn ' t
speak on the amendment, but once again, we have got ourselves
in the middle of amending the details of the proposal
before we have a chance to speak and study the proposal.
I think I will try and find the kind of senate
that would lead to the chance of an open Faculty, but I
will, at the first opportunity, vote against the general
motion.

HEADY

Professor Cottrell.

COTTRELL
I would like to make a couple of comments
in respect to Professor Spolsky's comments.
Number one, I would argue that it is not under
most extraordinary conditions that you would find the
Faculty, in this proposal.
I think it becomes really,
on questions that are substantive and of interest to the
Faculty, but it does not have to be under most extraordinary conditions.
Five percent of the Faculty can
petition a Faculty meeting under our present quorum
ruling, the Faculty can convene, the Faculty, as you
Will see by one of the later items that will be touched
upon, can act upon or review what the senate has done.
I think the kinds of problems that Professor Spolsky
is talking about, in particular in the Sixties, were
associated with those universities, those faculties, that
delegated the entire power to the senate.
And what I have been trying to bring into the
senate structure at u.N.M., as we set up the guidelines, is
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the fact that we are not deleg

ng

h

0

h

n

What Professor Regener's amendm n
a fact that they are an agency of the
I think that this is -- has come abou
senates around the country, but it dos r
ultimate responsibility with the Faculty.
I don ' t think the kinds of cone rn
Spolsky has expressed would be n c
structure . We would have regula
the business were cogent enough to
of the people concerned .
HEADY

Professor

eier.

PROFESSOR MEIER
I would lik
point . I think that the amen
n,
kind of structure that it envi ion
every objection that Professor Spol
one that the Faculty ere tes nd 1
senate. It has the power to re i
senate, and what we have, in addition,
we don't have now, and I find th t h
he calls the Faculty senate, h s l precisely one of the things that
that what we would have in th
e don ' t have now , and that i r p
tion of the entire Faculty.
We also would have
chin ry
carry on the more routine bu
Faculty , which seems to be
ith the self-selected ac
the experience the la
fe
of
s,
ould s

hink we
'
h t in tim
achinery to act
HE D

0

Pro

PROFESSOR CHRIST
ndmen
o Prof
this and not
c ur 1 thing .

n

h
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the general Faculty, words similar to this to say: "and
the senate shall issue minutes of their meetings regularly
to the qeneral Faculty."
This is an amendment to an amendment.
HEADY
think that's all right.

I

CHRISTMAN
Striking no words, merely adds to
Professor Regener's first item one, that the senate will
regularly issue -- promptly regularly issue minutes of
their meeting to the general Faculty.
HEADY
The language would be to put a comma after
"general Faculty," and then put the words "and the senate
shall issue minutes regularly to the -- minutes of their
meetings regularly to the general Faculty, and shall be
empowered" and so on.
CHRISTMAN
HEADY

Yes.

Is there a second to that amendment?

(Seconded. )
HEADY

Professor Regener.

REGENER
I think it would be just a little better
if that phrase were put at the very end under item six.
It would have just the same affect and wouldn't disturb
the general tenor of number one.
HEADY

It could be that's what he meant.

CHRISTMAN
No, I thought of that and I thought
the way meetings go, you might never get to number six.
I would rather put it on now.
HEADY
He wants it here and we have a second to
that motion.
Is there further discussion? You want to
discuss the amendment?
PROFESSOR HUACO
I want to ask if it's still in
order to make comments in reply to the argument of Professor Spolsky.
HEADY
There will be, but let's dispose of this
Particular point that Professor Christman has raised now,
Please .
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Is there further discussion on whether to add that
language? Professor Darling.
PROFESSOR DARLING
I still would urge that the
Faculty not adopt the amendment that Professor Christman
has suggested, and that we consider it when we get to
item six.
I would talk against the amendment.
HEADY
Further discussion? Ready to vote? Those
in favor of Professor Christman's amendment, please say
II
aye II ; oppose d , I'no. 11 The amendment is lost.
Now we revert ·to further discussion of Professor
Regener's amendment.
I will recognize Professor Huaco.
HUACO
Well, it sounds like a bit of cynicism or
a bit of realism, depending on how you want to take it.
Let us admit, for purposes of argument, that the points
that Professor Spolsky made that in fact Faculty meetings
are in the hands of a small self-selected group, it's
a fact of life. At least we haven't found a way of
altering that fact.
However, the way things are right now , that selfselected group is not elected by anybody, and the
difference in having a senate is that self-selected
group would be one that would be elected by the Faculty
at large, and in that sense, I suggest to you that it would
be a far more democratic procedure and mechanism handling
our affairs.
Second -- and the second point I want to make is
this: yes, it's perfectly true that anyone can attend the
town hall type meeting, conceivably there could be a
hundred, eight hundred people here, but allow me to suggest
that that possibility in practice has a kind of utopian
ring, which I cannot but compare to the observation that
has been made in the newspapers recently that, of course,
both houses have the power to impeach the President, but
they are very unlikely to do so.
Thank you.
HEADY

Professor Merkx.

PROFESSOR MERKX
I would like to seize the opportunity before Professor Regener.
I think the sense of
his motion is -- I do not see it as being very different
from the original one, but I do think it makes clearer
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something that is not in the original.
The original says: "The senate shall be empowered" -doesn't say by whom. Seems to me it could only be empowered
by the Faculty, but Professor Regener's motion makes it
clear that it will be empowered by the Faculty, and therefore, I think is a good substitute.

HEADY

Professor Spolsky.

SPOLSKY
There were two things that I haven't quite
heard a nswered.
First, this question of a representative
body and p resumably if it's a -- if the senate is a
representative body, I am only represented as long as my
representative attends.
I will assume -- and I think it's a reasonable
assumption -- that we will not cite compulsory attendance
with some form of punishment for representatives who
fail to attend meetings.
Thus, it's perfectly possible that fifty percent
or more of the senate will -- of the Faculty, will
regularly be disenfranchised, will have no way of knowing,
checking that, or actually themselves making up for it.
In other words, within the general arrangement we
have at the moment with the regular Faculty meetings is
something that i s coming up that concerns me very much.
I have a chance to come and try and bring people who
agree with me.
If, under thi s a rrangement, something
came up, I would have no real way of making sure my
representative was present. I f tre1ewill be later on some
suggestion -- as well as suggestion for minutes -- of.
compulsory attendance of a quorum set at ninety-fiv~
percent of the elected members, then I could understand
that we will maintain this r epresentativeness.
Secondly, I am not sure that the language of the
~emocracy really applies in this way. The University
is not a democracy in a simple way.
It's a very complex
set of -- very complex organizational str· cture that has
decisions being made in part by appointed , in part by
elected, and part by not appointed and not elected people,
and part of this function is the opportunity for the
ge~eral Faculty to express their opini~ns on mino 7 and
maJor issues.
It is very seldom, I think, we admit that
the Faculty decides something that its opinion, when

5/8/ 73, p. 13

expressed in a general Faculty meeting and in a free way
like this, comes ultimately, sometimes to effect the way
in which things are decided.
Now, I am very much concerned that all we will be
doing is setting up another group to do this kind of job
for us, and there's another thing that concerns me here:
the original words of the original proposal did, in fact,
seem to set up the senate that was somewhat different
from the at-large Faculty Policy Committee which we spent
the last two meetings rejecting .
The present proposal, as it is taking shape at
the hands of Professor Regener, sounds very similar to a
proposal which he placed before us, namely an enlarged
body representative of the Faculty as a whole, that would
carry on such business as it could and then bring to the
Faculty anything of interest which is what we are now
being told.
So I really don't see where the senate that is
taking shape in the discussions, or that was argued for
by the previous speakers who said that this senate will
come to the general -- that matters of considerable
interest to the Faculty will easily come to the Faculty,
I don't see where the senate that we are now being asked
to propose is any different from the enlarged Faculty
Policy Committee that we found somewhat impossible
previously.
HEADY

Professor Woodhouse.

PROFESSOR WOODHOUSE
I would like to correct the
impression that might have been left by what Mr. -Professor Spolsky just said. The Policy Committee, no
matter in what form it takes, whether in the form it
presently has or the form it might have taken with the
proposal, is not a law-making body.
It's not a legislative body.
It is a Faculty standing committee which
makes recommendations to the general Faculty at best.
The senate would be a legislative body and I think
it's no real point in trying to draw any parallel or
analogy between these two -- between the Policy Committee
and the Senate.
HEADY

Professor Beckel.
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PROFESSOR BECKEL
Yes.
I would like to speak against
what Professor Spolsky was saying for at least two or three
points. One -PROFESSOR DeVRIES
Point of order, Mr. Chairman.
we not discussing the amendment?

Are

HEADY Yes, we are discussing the amendment, but
I think it's quite hard to identify what's pertinent to just
this amendment and pertinent to each of the other segments
that we will take up.
I think Professor Spolsky's point
that there needs to be an opportunity to discuss the general
idea is a legitimate one, and this is probably as good a
place to permit that as any other, so I am going to be fairly
free in allowing people what they ought to say.
BECKEL
I take it that the ruling is that I may
speak on this same subject?
HEADY

So far, you may continue speaking.

BECKEL
With regard to the fact that we did very
well during a critical period, I was in fact sold on the
Faculty senate idea during that time.
Three years ago, at one of our critical Faculty
meetings, i t was large attendance and a very heated discussions, we spent two hours in very serious debate and
at the end of that time, all we had done was to rearrange
the agenda and I decided then that we needed a senate.
The second point I wanted to make is this: I think
many people here would accept the fact that the outcome
of • a crucial debate I the vote will actually depend on
Which particular meeting the subject comes up and who
attends, because of other subjects on the agenda.
In
fact, we had some evidence of that when a couple of years
ago, the present graduate grading system was rejected at
one meeting and precisely the same system was adopted
at the next meeting.
The third point has to do with attendance. ~ou
raise the question of attendance.
It happens that in
fact, crucial committees, small committees like the
Faculty Policy Committee and the Graduate Committee have
a very high level of attendance and the Faculty does have
the power to remove someone if attendance records are
kept at the senate and the particular individual does not
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show up, then they do not have to be reelected at the next
opportunity.
In fact, there may be means of removing them .
HEADY

Further d iscussion?

(Calling for the question.)

of
of
in
is

HEADY
All right. Now before us is the question
adopting Professor Regener's amendment to paragraph one
the substitute motion that we adopted earlier. Those
favor, please say "aye"; opposed , "no. " The amendment
adopted.

So we have amended paragraph one. We will now proceed to paragraph two. Is there discussion on that paragraph?
PROFESSOR LOGAN
Aren't we really going to talk
about, before we get to one, the first sentence? That's
what the issue is.
I like the original motion which says
"approves the creation of the University senate." This
says, "It is the sense of the University of New Mexico
Faculty that we consider the creation" -- well, we are
considering it, now. We don't need a motion that we will
consider it.
I would like to see us do the preceding .
HEADY
Wel l, before, Professor Logan, we had a
motion earlier that we would take up each of the numbered
paragraphs under (a) separately, which the Faculty adopted.
I take that to mean that you do want to go down those six
paragraphs now and see if there are any changes you want to
make in them, and then I presume we will vote on the whole
of section (a) after whatever debate there will be on that,
~hich includes not only those numbered paragraphs, but the
introductory sentence which you just referred to .
If the Faculty wishes to alter that approach,
Which I thought you adopted, you are free to do it, of
course, but that' s my ruling about what we will do.
So I would like to ask whether there is any proposed
change in paragraph two.
All right, is there any change in -LOGAN

Listen to the motion we had .

The motion was that the committee do only things
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delegated to it. Paragraph two says "shall include," right?
This is to the Faculty as a whole, that's inconsistent
there, isn't it? Urge substitute paragraph -REGENER
Paragraph two would mean that this new
committee that is supposed to consider the creation o f the
senate, would leave intact for direct Faculty action what
is listed under two, and then consider delegating other
things to the senate, but not these.
I believe that's the
intention of Marion Cottrell's -LOGAN

I didn't read it that way, but all right.

All right, we have that interpretation as
HEADY
to what it means.
SPOLSKY
Could I ask what the effect of paragraph
two and amendment one is to prevent the pres ±d e nt report ing
to the senate or referring business to the senate.
It says, "The business of the Faculty shall inclu de
reports and business referred by the president of the
University."
That, and -- and the amendment says -- does that
mean that the Faculty cannot then delegate that to the
senate?
COTTRELL
Mr· President?
HEADY

Not at all.

May I speak to that,

Yes, if you wish.

COTTRELL
I think your question, Professor Spolsky ,
does not at all mean that the president of the University
cannot refer things to the senate or that the Faculty
cannot refer it to the senate.
What it does do is provide a means by which, if
the president wants to refer something to the Faculty as
a whole or to the rest of the Faculty as a whole, on a
questio~, that is a legitimate order of business for which
the Faculty can convene.
I don't think we want to be more specific on that
at this time.
I think our study committee which d:afts
the rules and guidelines of the sena te, will look into some
of the details of that, but I would certainly want to make
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sure there was a provision by which the president can address
or can refer business to the entire Faculty .
This is all we are saying. There are reports and
business referred to the president. He may choose to refer
it elsewhere, that's perfectly okay.
(Calling for the question.)
HEADY
Well, there isn't -- my understanding, to get
back to Professor Logan's question, is that Professor Regener
h as some amendments to certain paragraphs of these six
that he wants to make, and the procedural motion he made
awhile ago, which was adopted, I understood, to give him
an opportunity to do those in those numbered paragraphs,
and we are working our way down to see if he or anyone
else wants to propose changes as the motion stands now.
We are now on paragraph three.
suggested change there?

Is there any

On paragraph four?
Professor Regener.
REGENER
This is a miniature amendment.
I would
like to replace the word "recei vej;' by the words "act upon. "
To receive something is to have zero implication. If
something arrives in the mailbox, y ou have received it, and
put it in the wastebasket .
Then, if there is any question about "act upon" being
too strong, the next paragraphs wil l,especially the last
paragraph, wi ll speak to that.
All right, the proposal is to amend by
HEADY
substituting the words "act upon" f or the word "receive"
in the third line of paragraph four .
Is there discussion on that amendment?
Professor Hillerman.
PROFESSOR HILLERMAN
I would like to object to this
amendment and to substitute amendments which I assume will
be made to destroy the intent on the grounds that this
sort of work should be done by the committee, carefully,
Wi th due consideration, and not under these circumstances.
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And before we do this sort of tinkering -and indeed we should do it -- we should act on the first
sentence which will put the Faculty on record as being
opposed or in favor of having a senate.
HEADY
At this point, I am proceeding on the
basis of a motion that was adopted, Professor Hillerman .
If someone wants to move to alter that procedure, and the
body wants to change the procedure, that's possible, but
at this point, we are dealing with this fifth amendment
with this amendment proposed by Professor Regener.
Professor Huaco.
HUACO
Is that to suggest, Mr. President, that after
we finish the consideration of the six points, that we then
return to consider the first two lines under (a)?
HEADY What I said earlier, my understanding is
that after we work//J' our way through the six paragraphs,
we will then have a perfected part (a), and we will then
debate on i t any further that you might want, and vote
on it. That will include the initial paragraph about
"It is the sense of the Faculty."
Is there further discussion on the amendment to
number four?
Professor Cutter.
PROFESSOR CUTTER
A question with procedure. What
then would be the charge to the study committee if we do
the editing now?
HEADY That's a good question, but I am not prepared to answer it.
Professor Cottrell.
COTTRELL
You know, we are not constructing this
s~nate by these six statements. I suspec~ that there's
six months of very hard work in constructing the senate -in amending our constitution, in structuring and working
out procedural questions. As a matter of f~ct, before
they go very far, they will probably be asking th~ Faculty
What we would like to do with areas that we haven t thought
of at this moment .
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All we are trying to do is give some minimal guidelines of the spirit of the Faculty as to what we feel they
should or should not do, and I feel they are fairly broad
and in terms of editing at this point, we are not interfering with the corrunittee.
The committee will have its
work cut out and it will be lucky to have its work finished
by the twentieth of January.
HEADY
Any further discussion? Those in favor,
please say "aye"; opposed, "no." The amendment is carried.
That alters the language of number four.
Is there any change in number five proposed?
REGENER
I would like to suggest that number five
be deleted.
This is my amendment. The first sentence is
extremely weak because it just empowers the Faculty to
discuss any matter without having any power at all, so I
suppose that we agree to this anyhow.
The second and third sentences are merely expressing
something which exists, namely, the quorum, namely -- yes,
the quorum, and number needed for filing a petition.
It is now five percent and a quorum is ten percent, so I
suggest that item five be deleted.
In part, it's repetitious
and in part it does not add.
HEADY

Is there a second to that motion?

(Seconded. )
HEADY It's been moved and seconded that paragraph
five be deleted.
Is there discussion?
Professor Merkx.
MERKX
r don't think deletion will change the sense
of this at all.
The reason that this was left in was the
fact that the original corrunittee on University Governance
left that blank and there was some concern if this wasn't
specified.
So when we talked it over, we thought it would
b~ best to put in this proposal on these standard guidelines that we voted on last time, for quorum and Faculty
ca11, but certainly if that corrunittee understan~s by
deleting this, we are not asking them to reconsider quorum
requirements, that's fine, delete it.
(Calling for the question.)
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HEADY

8
Professor Beckel.

BECKEL
I have a question about this: that is, it
looks as though if we delete this, that the F aculty may
discuss twice a year any matter of concern, and at other
meetings may act on senate action. So that me ans that they
can't meet from time to time to discuss any matter of
University concern.
I don't think, if this does that in this form -COTTRELL
Doesn't prohibit it. I think Professor
Regener's motion is perfectly in order. The quorum things
are in the constitution, now we have amended that, and it's
a weak paragraph. It offers something -- I hate to admit
that, but it is, so let's take it out.
HEADY
Further discussion? Those in favor of the
motion to delete number five, please say "aye"; opposed,
"no." The motion is carried.
Now we have deleted number five, I presume that
automatically renumbers the last paragraph, so that will
be the new number five.
Is there proposal for change in that paragraph?
Professor Regener.
REGENER

In number six, the present wording says:

"At a meeting called by petition, or at the semiannual meeting of the Faculty as a whole, the
Faculty make take up any Senate action."
And then there is rather specific outline of what
needs to be done in order to overrule the senate.
I would like to suggest substitute wording -- it's
not my invention, I copied it from another constitution,
in essence, not actually verbatim, but in essence, I
copied it.
I would like to now read like this:
"At a meeting called by petition, or at a regular
meeting of the Faculty as a whole, the Faculty may
take up any senate action, and shall ~ave the
power to alter, reject, approve, submit to a
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referendum or otherwise dispose of any action of
the Faculty senate within a fixed period of time
after a senate vote."
And finally, this last sentence:
"Senate action does not take effect until such
period has elapsed without challenge by the
general Faculty."
This period is left open on purpose here, but at
a few universities that I looked at, it's fourteen days,
fourteen working days . In other cases, it's three weeks.
It does give Faculty a chance to review the action by the
senate and modify it or submit it to a referendum.
And I should perhaps add, it is not the sense of
the voting Faculty like it is here, which would be fortyone -- the signatures necessary for a petition. It's
only twenty Faculty members at a university that has
twenty-five thousand students . But if we left it as it is
here, it will take five percent of the voting Faculty to
move for review of the senate action .

us.

I move this wording for the motion that is before
I believe the secretary has a copy.

HEADY
This motion is an amendment to replace the
language in what is now paragraph five, by new language.
REGENER
Right. It starts new after the word "at,"
"at a meeting called by petition or at" -- the present
Wording says "at the semi-annual meeting . " The new
wording would say "at a regular meeting of the Faculty,"
or 'at a regular meeting of the Faculty as a whole."
In other words, it would be either a special meeting
or a ~egular meeting.
HEADY
Now I would suggest, before we proceed,
~ince the language 1 in this paragraph of the substitu~e motion
is not, I believe what was in the motion that was distributed before t~e last meeting, and I don't think it
has been read in detail, I think we ought to be clear what
the difference is between what's in the substitute motion
We adopted and what's in this one.
So I would like to ask either the secretary or
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Professor
Why don't
them now,
motion as
language.

Cottrell, who made the motion, somebody, to read .
you, Mr. Secretary, why don't you read both o f
again, first the language as it appears in the
it is now before us, and then Professor Regen er's

MR. DURRIE

Al l right.

The first version:
" At a meeting called by petition or at the semiannual meeting of the Facul ty as a who l e, t he
Faculty may take up any senate action .
The F aculty
may vote to have the senate reconsider any senate
action at the senate's next meeting.
If the
senate, at its next meeting, shall reaffirm i ts
original action, the matter shall t h e n be submi tted
by mail referendum to the entire Faculty.
If
fifty percent or more of t h e Faculty s ha ll c a s t
their ballots and if a majority of t h ose voting
shall disapprove the senate's action, the sena te
shall be overruled."
And then, Professor Regener's amendment read s as
follows:
"At a meeting called by petition, or at a regular
meeting of the Faculty as a whole, t h e Faculty
may take up any senate acti o n and s h a ll have
the power to alter, reject, approve, sub mit to a
referendum, or otherwise d ispose o f any acti on
by the Faculty senate within any fixe d period o f
time after the senate vote.
Senate acti on does
not take effect until such period has e l apsed
without challenge by the general Faculty ."
May I make one comment?

HEADY

Yes.

DURRIE
I think one very g ood point i n the amendment
is that i t substitutes a "reg ular meeting of the Faculty
as a whole" for "the semi-annual mee ting . "
One of the thing s in item t wo that t he g eneral
Faculty is to do, is to c?nfer degrees and t hat now has
to be done three times a year , at th e end o f each o f t he
three periods: first semester, second seme s ter , a n d summer
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session.
HEADY
motion?

Is there discussion on Professor Regener's

Professor Cohen.
PROFESSOR COHEN
I would assume that if a Faculty,
at a meeting, has not altered, rejected, submitted to a
referendum, or otherwise disposed of a Faculty senate
action, i t would require no further Faculty action to
approve.
I question the inclusion of the word "approved"
in the amendment.
It would seem to require approval of
action that the senate has already approved.
HEADY
Regener?

You care to comment on that, Professor

REGENER
Well, the last sentence implies -and it is certainly intended -- that senate action does
take effect automatically, unless it is challenged within
that fixed time period by the general Faculty. That is
certainly the intention.
We will take that challenge
by petition.
HEADY

Professor Hillerman.

HILLERMAN
I would like to oppose this amendment
on the grounds that in practice, here is what it would do,
presuming we adopt the senate.
We adopt the senate because the general Faculty
has failed to represent his Faculty. This meeting has
become , in effect, inoperative. It has become a public
joke .
Now, if we do adopt the senate, and we will be
then represented by Faculty members whom we will elect
Whose judgment we respect, they will consider issues,
adopt motions, take actions.
If we adopt Doctor Regener's amendment, we would
then have this self-selected small group with a proven
low threshhold of hysteria , of calling itself into
session and veto the actions of our elected representatives and negate the whole concept of the senate.
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I think the amendment is a deliberate attempt to
sabotage the whole concept of the senate, and I oppose it.
HEADY

Professor Huaco.

HUACO
I, too, would like to say a couple of words
opposing Professor Regener's amendment.
I call your
attention simply to one fundamental difference: the
Regener amendment makes the submitting to a mail referendum
of the entire Faculty a matter of option, instead of
mandatory as in the present wording.
I suggest that we adopt -- the Regener amendment
amounts to disen~ranchising a good portion of the Faculty
and in fact referring to the chaotic town meeting that we
have at present, and which most of us recognize is uncorrectable and inefficient.
HEADY

Professor Rhodes.

PROFESSOR RHODES
I think I rather like this amendment. This is -- it seems to me that it does retain some
power to the F aculty that I think is important, and I
think that by utilizing the five percent petition figure
and the ten percent quorum, combined with the senate, that
presumably would come to defend itself.
I am not sure we would have the chaos that we have
had before, but I would like to ask Professor Regener if
he would consider an amendment which Professor Christman
was, in effect, suggesting, and it seems to me that it may
be necessary to state that the minutes of the senate must
be distributed within three days or some figure of this
sort, so that the general Faculty can be informed of it.
Would you entertain that?
REGENER

Yes, sir.

HEADY
Well, let's have the exact language that
You want to put it.
RHODES

Professor Christman.

CHRISTMAN
I can't find that any language fits in
item six.
I would rather amend the original item six.
HEADY

Well, when someone is prepared to give me
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language, we will consider it .
Professor Rhodes .
RHODES
I would like to propose an amendment that
would apply to either of the paragraphs that are accepted.
And this would be one -- five or six, however you wish to
identify it.
HEADY
It's now number five, the one that we are
now considering.
RHODES
Five, or the amendment to number five,
would have the sentence attached:
"That the minutes of ~ regular meetings of the
Faculty senate would be distributed within three
days to all members of the general Faculty."
HEADY
All right, the amendment would add a
sentence that the minutes of the meetings of the Faculty
senate would be distributed to members of the general
Faculty within three days after each meeting.
RHODES
HEADY

Yes.
Is there a second to that motion?

(Several seconds.)
HEADY

Is there discussion about that amendment?

Professor Travelstead .
VICE PRESIDENT TRAVELSTEAD
Mr . Chairman, I would
like to ask Mr. Durrie if that is a feasible matter .
DURRIE
Well, I don't know whether it's antici~ated
that verbatim minutes shall be kept of the senate meetings,
or what.
I think three days is pretty fast. Depends
on when the senate meeting is . If it's on a Friday, that
means the secretary, whoever it is, will have the weekend
of work to do this.
HEADY

Further discussion?

CHRISTMAN

Yes.
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HEADY

Professor Christman .

CHRISTMAN
Assuming the circulation of minutes are
as they are usually used in university committees,
although this is a different group that we are considering,
then it would be the approved minutes that would be
circulated. They couldn't be approved until the subsequent meeting of the organization that had the minutes
offered to them to be approved.
I am assuming you mean approved minutes rather than
the voluminous verbatim minutes of the discussion .
RHODES
Yes. Then I am assuming that no action
could be taken on a proposal until after the minutes of
that meeting ~ad been approved.
In ~~r words, if you
had a three- a period, that three period would not
start until they had been approved, so they could be
distributed.
HEADY
Further discussion? Ready to vote?
Those in favor of the amendment by Professor Rhodes,
please say "aye"; opposed , "no." I think the motion is
lost. Do you want a vote?
(Calling "yes.")
HEADY
stand.

Those in favor of the amendment, please

Those opposed, please stand .
My ear was off, the amendment obviously carried .
All right, we now have Professor Regener's amendment with that change in it before us for further
consideration.
Professor Zepper.
PROFESSOR ZEPPER
I would like to ask a question
on this concerning the intent of this. It would seem
to me the senate was supposed to act before the Faculty
and quite possibly in crises situations. If you state
that no action can be taken by this group until fourteen
days or three weeks, that it has had a chance for the
Faculty to approve this action, seems to me ~hat t~at w~uld
negate any functioning of the senate in a crises situation.
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HEADY

Professor Cottrell.

COTTRELL
I don't think that part of Professor
Regener's amendment is inconsistent with what we -- the
intent of what we have done before. There would be a time
period involved before any policy goes into effect. There
has to be if you went to the Faculty as a whole, not to
consider it.
Professor Regener did not put a time in his, some
fixed time, because that's a detail that the committee
needs to work out. Essentially, the differences between
the regular amendment and the substitute motion originally
proposed by Professor Merks, Meier, Hufbauer, and myself,
is the word "alter." If you want to liberally construe
the word "rejct" to mean forcing reconsideration, which
is in effect what we propose that you could do, and that
is in effect the same thing, approval would be that you
convene,someone is upset, you want to reconsider what
the senate did, but you don't reconsider it, you approve
it. So that is an appropriate action.
Submit to a refe{ndum is fairly general. The
details of that can be worked out by the committee drafting
things as to how to submit it to referendum, whether it is
one of the options or whether it must be done under
certain conditions.
I think the essence of the difference between -and I like most of the wording in here, in the Regener
amendment, it was very well written and very concise -but I think the Faculty should understand that essentially
the word "alter" is the difference, and I think that's
the decision we have to make.
As a matter of fact, I prefer the wording . so much
over our own wording, that if you don't accept the word
11
a 1 ter" in there, just delete it and let's use the
regular language.
HEADY

Professor Merkx.

MERKX
Not the amendment, but the language in the
substitute motion is language which came from Professor
Cottrell in the first instance, and at the time I talked
to him about his reasoning for this, and I was persuaded
by that and he hasn't presented it today, but it seems
to me there is another essential difference and it relates
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to the point Professor Hillerman raised, namely: that
language that he brought in, as I understand it, was
designed to protect the effectiveness of the senate, and
particularly to prevent a situation in which everytime a
senate acted on an interest group affected might then
call a meeting and cancel out what the senate has done.
What your language does, what your language has
here, is the fact that if such an interest group meets
and overrules the senate, and the senate wants to stand
on its position, then it should go to the general Faculty.
In other words, we now have a self-selected senate
and we are talking about a representative senate, but
suppose a self-selected senate and representative are
in conflict, then i t seems to me the best way to resolve
this is for the entire Faculty to choose to resolve
the issue.
The weakness, it seems to me, of Professor Regener's
amendment, is that it gives the power to rule the Faculty
to a small Faculty meeting and the power to overrule the
senate to a single small meeting, and it seems to me that
that power really should lie in the hands of the entire
Faculty, the general Faculty, and not have a meeting
which may be of as little as ten percent of the Faculty.

HEADY

Dean Huber.

DEAN HUBER
Mr. Chairman, now that we have amended
Professor Regener's amendment with regard to the minutes,
and I heard the discussion which, as I understand it,
would be the approved minutes which would mean it would
have to be the approved minutes, supposing the senate met
Monday -- this could be a month, plus three weeks. This
could take -- manyof the meetings that we have had through
the years, that would call for action going to effect
short of one month and three weeks. Therefore, it seems
to me that having tacked this on, I would much prefer
to go back to the sort of thing that Professor Logan was
speaking of, and Professor Christman, rather than adopting
this amendment having to do with whether we can overrule
a senate in a Faculty meeting, or referendum, or both,
.
or what have you, that we recognize the intent of t~e maJor
motion which is if we wish a senate, that we then will
Proceed to a committee that can come in with much narrower
guidelines than the main motion.
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We could even change the guidelines they do
come in with, or actually the rules they come in with, on
the floor, before we adopt it.
For instance, on some of the comments that have been
made, I would expect that if a senate were adopted, that
I would receive, as a member of the Faculty, notification
with regard to bills pending.
I would expect to be able,
in turn, to go to my elected representative and make known
my views, and I think I definitely would do this.
I would expect him to attend.
If he did not attend
the senate, I would expect the senate rules to be such th at
he could be removed, and certainly he can be voted out the
next year, if he persists in nonattendance, even if there's
no intentional rule.
But all of these are matters for the proposal;
itself, coming from the committee 7 if - we once approve the
concept that we want a legislative body consisting of a
representative senate.
Therefore, I would vote against Professor Regener's
motion, not because of the substance of it, per se, but
I would rather just go straight through the guidelines
of Professor Cottrell's and Professor Merkx' motion and
get the job done, discuss the first sentence, move on,
and if it passes, get a committee appointed, and then
let's see what they've got to say next January twentieth,
at which time we can really get at it.
(Calling of

II

Hear, hear.

11

)

HEADY
Is there further discussion on Mr. Regener's
motion? That's what we are now considering.
PROFESSOR LOFTFIELD
I think there's been several
allusioraof the question of emergency.
If United.states
government, which has business considerably more important
than this University, lives by the sort of thin~ Doc~or
Regener is suggesting, there is a time that legislation
does not become effective. It requires signing by the
President, and reconsideration by the Congress if the
President vetoes it, and in fact some of the greatest
crimes have been committed in our legislative branches,
is that our urgency is so great that we must dismiss our
Usual guidelines, we have an emergency, we have to act
quickly.
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I think it ' s far better to say h
our
instance , if it feels it's an emergenc, thy c
Faculty meeting three days later ith p
everything else , we can move quickly i
no reason why we should not have the protec
by Doctor Regener ' s amendment .
HEADY

Professor Darling .

DARLING
I would like to support
amendment . I think it serves as anothe
I think that many of the decisions th
Faculty meeting , are made because thy h
certain kind of emotional impact on th gro
time, and if we think about it and look
different time in the future, we migh not h
mistake, and I think this gives us a buil balance, and I hope we will support th
HEADY

Further discussion?

Mr . Travelstead.
TRAVELSTEAD
I think I will
ent for some reasons already gi en,
that the Faculty ought to be ver cu iou
point not to commit itself beyond hr i
point . I think the guts of the hole
in this paragraph . It either ill b
utonomous unit to take care of the bu
F culty, or it will not .
If it ' s subject to a reha hing o
t
cl
it does not only not help the Facult
troUble . Eventually, this Facult
his amendment , it may decide i c
nd wants this check and balanc
he right word - - it does not
o the senate . If so, after
0
·ttee comes back and poss
hink that's a better time to

~y the group we usually have

I hink we are saying no
are going to look o r t
meeting we are go·ng to
to taJc
differ nt po·
t, we have to repeat wha
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I think we are not ready to decide that yet.
HEADY

Further discussion?

Professor Cottrell .

COTTRELL
I don't know whether Vice President
Travelstead is speaking against just the amendment, or the
original substitute, because in essence, with the exception
of that one word, it is meant to do the same thing.

( Calling of "No.")
COTTRELL
What? If you take that word "alter,"
it has somewhat the same effect.
(Calling of "No.")
COTTRELL
Well, the other one is more subtle in
terms of who you submit the referendum to, but the comment
I would like to make on this is I am supporting a move
which will place in the hands of the Faculty the
responsibility -- s ome of the worst records of faculty
senates in this country, if you will look at what they
have done at some universities, and look at the criticism
of them is where things are delegated in toto to them and
the faculty, itself, never has the right to address itself
to them.
Whe t her we pass Professor Regener's amendment
or the original one worded by the group of us, I think
we have some control over it and I think it is important
that this guideline be spelled out at this time.
TRAVELSTEAD
HEADY

Mr. Chairman --

Professor Hufbauer.

PROFESSOR HUFBAUER
I don't know what happened to
my friend, Marion. You would think we had our meeting at
someplace with lots of liquor, because he's forgotten
what we said.
It was in a cold, sober place.
II
It's not just the wor d a lter. " It's the word
"otherwise disposed of." rt' s the matter o~ ~h~ m~il
referendum.
It's the matter of giving the 1n1t1at1ve
to the senate. There's an awful lot of difference between
the substr4ftt'f£: motion and the original motion.
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The key difference was put very eloquently by Vice
President Travelstead.
I wouldn't feel · I would want to
go for a senate if the proposal of Professor Regener passes.
I feel that strongly.
I think we have another body that creates a lot of
other going back and forth, and we don't want a senate if
we accept Professor Regener's motion. I think it's that
strong a difference, not just a word or two.

HEADY

Professor Tillotson.

PROFESSOR TILLOTSON
I am trying to get my -- I
would like to speak in defense of Professor Regener's
motion, and I would like to clarify for all of us that the
choice of a senate over the present Faculty meeting, is
a choice not in favor of democracy, which is an argument
that is being made several times -- the point -- the
point about this self-selected representation, as opposed
to a genuinely-elected representation, and other things
that have been said, including the reference to the group
that we usually have at ·~ Faculty meetings, involves a kind
of assumption that the senate will be an improvement in
democracy.
That is not true.
What we have with the Faculty meeting is absolute
democracy. What we have with a senate is representational
democracy, and it seems to me that we are -- in considering
the senate, we are making certain considerations about
reducing our democracy from absolute to this representational
form in the interest of a certain kind of efficiency.
It seems to me that the arguments against this
proposal are arguments that place efficiency as the only
objective of this thing, and I think the purpose of this
proposal is to try to redress the balance and maintain a
certain amount of democracy, a certain amount of power for
all of us, even when we choose the general efficiency of
the representational form of government.
Therefore, I am strongly in favor of this amendment.

HEADY

Vice President Travelstead.

TRAVELSTEAD
I'd like to make it quite clear, and
Particularly to Mr. Cottrell, that I am not arguing against
the Faculty having a final responsibility.
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For example, I voted for Mr . Regener's first motion -amendment, which I read:
"University of New Mexico Faculty senate is an
agency of the general Faculty, and shall be
empowered to act on all Faculty business delegated
to i t by the gene ral Faculty."
I would like to support, also, the statement that was
in your resolution that came to the body today:
"If fifty percent or more of the Faculty shall
cast their ballots, and if a majority of those
voting shall disapprove the senate 's action,
the senate shall be overruled."
So I am not arguing against that, but I think Gary
Hufbauer's point is good.
There's a lot of difference
between the F aculty expressing reservation and asking the
senate to reconsider, and then coming back and then to
alter or overrule in some other way .
I think that's a basic
difference.
HEADY

Are you ready for the question?

(Calling for the question.)
HEADY
The vote is on the motion of Professor
Regener to change the language in wh at's now paragraph
five . Those in favor of that motion, please say "aye";
opposed, "no." The motion is lost.
Anyone want a division?
All right, we have now -HUFBAUER
HEADY

Mr. President --

Yes.

HUFBAUER
r think there were some points which were
made by other people here wrich you might want to consider.
For example, if regular meeting, as opposed to the
semi-annual meeting, and also the question of the minutes,
the minutes being distributed, and I think that Mr. Logan
is in favor of having the minutes distributed.
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HEADY
Well, we have now before us the language
that was in the -- what was earlier the substitute
amendment.
If there is any change in that -HUFBAUER
I would like to propose that paragraph
five, as i t is now numbered, be amended to read "or at
a regular meeting," and finally, I should like to have
the senate, at the last of that paragraph, '~he approved
minutes of the Faculty senate shall be distributed to
the -- the approved minutes of the senate shall be
distributed to the Faculty within," I would say, "two
weeks."
DURRIE

They are already approved .

HUFBAUE R

All right, one week.

PROFESSOR GREEN
HUFBAUER
HEADY

One day.

Within three days after each meeting.

Three days?

HUFBAUER

Yes, I think I saw Mr. Durrie nod.

DURRIE
Well, I think that's quite practical,
if they are approved by the senate, they can go out very
shortly.
HUFBAUER
The approved minutes of the senate
shall be distributed to the Faculty within three working
days after the meeting.
HEADY
Within three working days after the meeting.
Is there a second to that amendment?
(Seconded.)
HEADY
The amendment is to make a change in the
first line and add that sentence at the end . Is there
11
II
,
a
ny discussions? Those in favor, p 1 ease say aye;
opposed, "no. 11 The motion is carried.
Now we have before us part (a), "Be it resolved
that," with changes in paragraph -- w~th a ~hange in
Paragraph one from the substitute mot ion, with a change
in paragraph fo ur, I believe, with what.was five del~ted,
and with the last paragraph as we have Just amended it,
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becoming paragraph five.
Is there further discussion on the resolution
under part ( a) ?
Professor Spolsky.
SPOLSKY
I would like to add -- and I am not sure
at which part of the resolution -- a quorum for the
senate, since everybody has been claiming that the senate
w?ich, of course, is an ideal se~te of which everybody
will come and thus be more representative than Faculty
meetings, so I would like to add to, I think, paragraph
five now, which is the one that talks about this at some
appropriate place, the words "and a quorum for the senate
shall be eighty percent of the elected members."

HEADY
that goes?

Do you have any preference about where

SPOLSKY I think in paragraph five, where it says
the senate can require fifty percent of the Faculty who
actually vote.
HEADY
All right, the proposal is to add a
sentence to paragraph five that the quorum at a meeting
of the senate will be eighty percent of the elected members.
Is that correct? Is there a second to that motion?
(Seconded.)

HEADY

Is there discussion?

Professor Christman.
CHRISTMAN
Yes, Mr. Chairman, I am not at all
against this, but since we are going to delegate a committee
later on, if we go ahead and get this thing all wrapped up,
they might want eighty-two percent, . or some formula they
come up with.
I would hate to restrict them this way,
and Professor Hufbauer pointed out we are all going to have
a chance to look at the exact detailed document and study
it and come in and go through this whole process.of amending
it all over again, I would imagine, so I would wish that
we could get on with the main gist.
HEADY
Further discussion on the amendment? Ready
to vote? Those in favor, please say "aye"; opposed, "no."
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The amendment is lost.
Now, is there any further discussion on resolution (a)?
LOGAN

Point of information, please.

HEADY

Yes, Professor Logan .

LOGAN
Am I correct that we are going to act on
resolution (a) as modified, which uses the words "we will
consider.
. following guidelineslf?
If that is defeated, we would move to another
resolution (a), which says "approved the creation, consistent
with the following."
HEADY
No, at this point we have already replaced,
in the substitute motion we adopted the language, "it is
the sense of the University of New Mexico Faculty that we
consider the creation of a Faculty sentate, subject to
the following guidelines," for the language, "The University
of New Mexico Faculty approves the creation of a University
of New Mexico Faculty senate consistent with the following."
So, if you want -- if you prefer -- if you want that
other language, it has to be proposed now as an amendment
to the motion that is before us.
LOGAN

This one is out?

HEADY
The one that was in the call to t he March
twelfth meeting, that language has been replaced by the
substitute motion by the language you have there.
Professor Meier.
MEIER
Woodhouse.
HEADY

I'd like to yield the floor to Professor

Professor Woodhouse.

WOODHOUSE
I would like to move to amend the first
sentence of the resolution (a) to read as follows:
"It is the sense of the University of New Mexico
Faculty" -- "It is the sense of the University
of New Mexico Faculty to create a Faculty senate
subject to the fol lowing guidelines . "
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HEADY

All right.

(Seconded.)
HEADY
It's been moved and seconded that the first
sentence be altered to read, "It is the sense of the
University of New Mexico Faculty to create a Faculty
senate subject to the following guidelines."
Is there discussion on that amendment?
LOGAN

I would like to speak for it.

HEADY

Professor Logan.

LOGAN You are not going to get good people to serv e
on a committee to create all of these things t h at we are
going to talk about, unless they have got some sense that
the Faculty wants this thing to happen.
If it's done
properly.
So I think we need to give the committee a
feeling that we want to create a Faculty senate, subject
to some kind of guideline, rather than just consider it.
HEADY

Professor Cottrell.

COTTRELL
Well, I have no objection to the amendment that was just made to that.
I think one thing we do
not want to get into, such as we had in the original
motion, is the creation of a senate that we don't know
what i t composes or is composed of .
Here, i t says that we will create a senate
subject to the following guidelines. It really does not
say that we are committed to a senate, yet until we see
these guidelines worked out, it's a little stronger than
the original wording.
I don't think it's that unreasonable.
However, I still prefer the original statement.
today, and if we
express a sense as i t is on a substitute motion, that
a committee of good people will work on it and bring back
to us a senate consistent with these guidelines, that we
can Vote on at that time, we will all feel better about
Voting on a sense when we see what it consists of.

I think that we are expressing a sense

HEADY

Further discussion?

Professor Merkx.
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MERKX
I want to stress that both what Professor
Woodhouse is presenting, what is in the original, are
preceded by the word that "it is the sense that." So
that maybe the change ·is not so much a change of substance
as it is of emphasis.
If we approved the Woodhouse change, we are still
not approving a senate, we are stating it is the sense
that we do so.
But we are not actually doing so.
So I favor the Woodhouse amendment, but I don't
think it makes that much difference, and if that's defeated,
I will certainly support the other one. Certainly seems
the key thing was the action we took in regard to article
five, so this first language may not be so important now.
HEADY

Further discussion?

(Calling for the question.)
HEADY
All right, we are now voting on the proposed change in the introductory sentence by Professor
Woodhouse. Those in favor, please say "aye"; opposed,
"no." I think the motion carried.
Does anyone want a division?
Motion is carried.
Now, is there further debate on resolution number (a),
everything after (a) as we have changed it? Ready to
vot e.? Those in
•
"
favor, please say " aye;
oppose d , "no . "
The motion is carried.
We are now ready to consider the further resolution
Under letter (b) 7 as was in the Cottrell substitute motion.
Does anyone want that read or reviewed at this point.
Consists of a paragraph to elect an ad hoc
committee.
Says, "The report of the committee shall be
circulated no later than January twentieth," and specifies
that committee shall have nine members, including the
chairman of the Policy committee, the chairman of the
Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee, and seven members
to be elected at large by preferential ballot at this meeting.
Is there discussion on that motion? Ready to vote?
Those
·
f avor, p 1 eases ay "aye"·, opposed, "no." The motion
.
in
18 carried.
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We wil l, I guess, then, now proceed with the election,
and I think the secretary has ballots here.
Now, as I understand this, we will first recei ve
nominations. We will have to have seven or more nominations
and then we will have a preferential ballot for each of
those who have been nominated, and you will vote on each
of those nominated.
Professor Huaco.
HUACO

I would like to nominate Professor Logan.

LOGAN

Withdraw.

HEADY

Professor Logan has been nominated.

LOGAN

Withdrawing.

HEADY

You are withdrawing?

LOGAN

Yes, please.

HEADY

All right.

HUBER

I nominate Professor Hufbauer.

HUFBAUER
HEADY

Dean Huber.

I will be on leave.

Professor Hufbauer is eliminated.

Dean McRae.

DEAN Mc RAE
I would like to nominate Professor Lewis
from the College of Fine Arts.
HEADY

Professor Lewis.

Professor Stone?
PROFESSOR STONE
COHEN

Withdraw.

HEADY

Professor Huaco.

HUACO
HEADY

Sanford Cohen.

I nominate Professor Gil Merkx .
Professor Me rkx.

Yes, sir, Professor Peters.

Nominations
for ad hoc
Senate S tudy
Commit t ee
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PROFESSOR PETERS
HEADY

I'd like to nominate Professor Slate.

Professor Slate, business administration.

FACULTY MEMBER
I'd like to nominate Professor
Loftfield, bi ochemistry .
HEADY

Professor Loftfield.

Professor Morrison.
MORRISON

Professor Regener.

HEADY

Professor Merkx.

MERKX

I would like to nominate Professor Cottrell.

HEADY

Professor Powers.

PROFESSOR POWERS

Professor Robert Walker , of law .

HEADY

Dean Huber.

HUBER

Try again.

FACULTY MEMBER

Professor Hillerman.

Professor Karl Christman.

HEADY

Professor Meier.

MEIER

Professor Nason.

HEADY

Dean Dove.

DEAN DOVE
HEADY

Professor Huber.

Professor Huber.

Professor Regener.
REGENER
HEADY

Miss Tillotson.
Professor Tillotson.

FACULTY MEMBER
HEADY

Professor George.

In Fine Arts?

FACULTY MEMBER

Yes.
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HEADY

All right.

FACULTY MEMBER
HEADY

Are there any other nominations?

FACULTY MEMBER
HEADY

Professor Thorson , English.

FACULTY MEMBER

Prouse.

I hadn't made that transition.

FACULTY MEMBER
HEADY

Professor Peter Prouse of Arts.

Who?

FACULTY MEMBER
HEADY

Professor Zintz, college of education.

Professor Tillotson.

TILLOTSON

HEADY

Professor Garcia, political science.

Professor Lawrence, education.

Any other nominations?

All right, I see no more nominations.

That is the

roster.
Now, I think it would be helpful, Mr. Secretary,
if we could put them in alphabetical order, if that's not
too much of a task.
DURRIE
While I am doing that, maybe we could have
the ballots passed out. And as you will remember from
earlier elections, each nominee has to be put on your
ballot in alphabetical order, with a number indicating your
preference in front of every name. If there's not a
number in front of every name, not just the first seven
of your choice, but every name, the ballot won't be counted.
HEADY

There are eighteen names, as I add them up.

The next item on the agenda is a proposal to separate
the Department of Guidance and Special Education into t wo
departments: Department of Guidance and Department of
Sp ecial
.
Education.
I will recognize Dean Lawrence, College of Education.

Separation
of Department of Guid
ance and
Special Education
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DEAN LAWRENCE
You have, in your materials, a
memorandum, and I call your attention to the fact that
the "you'' which is included in the last two paragraphs,
is really John Durrie, when this memorandum was originally
prepared.
This is a request to the University Faculty to
vote on the approval of a motion to separate into two
departments, the present Department of Guidance and
Special Education.
The arguments and reationale for this are presented
in this material. The courses which are included in the
two really completely separate programs handled in the
present Department of Guidance and Special Education, are
here. This proposal has been approved by the University
Curriculum Committee after approval by the College of
Education faculty. It's been reviewed by the Vice
President for Academic Affairs and by the Graduate Committee .
I would be glad to answer questions regarding this.
I hesitate, _given the hour, to repeat the arguments which
are here. Originally the department, even at the presen t
time, tends to operate as two separate departments with i n
the college, each with six full-time regular faculty
members in the two parts of the present department.
Mr. President, I move that the Faculty approve
the separation of the Department of Guidance and Special
Education into two departments: the Department of Guidance
and Counseling, and the Department of Special Education.
HEADY

It's been moved and seconded.

Any questi ons

or discussion?
Vice President Travelstead.
Mr. Lawrence indicated I have looked
TRAVELSTEAD
at this, and I would like to support the proposal. I t h ink,
educationally, it is sound, and I hope this Faculty wil l
support this motion.
HEADY

Other discussion?

Professor Merkx.

MERKX
I am a member of the Curriculum Committee
this year that considered this. I had some reservation
at the time it came simply because it seeme d to be maybe
dubious to create n;w departments when we are inte nd i ng to
be trenching.
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But, however, I and the corrunitt
arguments for this proposal and our
l ng
effect , this is an administrative chang
change in creating a new depar
nt which
more allocations of budgetary funds .
Therefore, I do support the c

g.

HEADY
Any other discussion?
in favor, please say "aye"; opposed, "no."
carried .
HEADY
Item four is ropo
degree in computing and inform tio
here? Who is going to present this?

or

MORRISON
As we indic te
when you approved the form tion of
Information Science, the people ho
to that division were at that tim
offering of a degree under the D pr
under the title of master of art
n
applied mathematics, with computing
As described in the minute
is essentially that same degre.
to transfer the authority to gr n
of athematics to the newly form d
and Information Science.
This proposal has bee co
committee of the new division,
Committee , also by the Curricul
Academic Vice President, and has
hose committees and officers,
it be approved by the Faculty.
HEADY

Is there a second?

(Seconded.)
HEADY

oved and secon

C

the proposal for master of
inc
nd Information Science
Is the

0

?

Yes, sir.
0

h

PROFESSOR RUO S
th r
Faculty about ch nging o

0

ohn on
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HEADY
referring to?
RUOSS

Is the memo from Dean Johnson you are

Yes, sir.

HEADY
I think that was distributed to the Faculty,
and it points out that what's on page fourteen, in the
third paragraph, the las t sentence, the last two sentences,
should be changed to read :
"The Mathematics Department will retain the
authority to grant a master of arts degree under
which an option in applied mathematics is available.
The Mathematics Department will not offer a
computer science option."
MORRISON

We will accept that amendment.

HEADY
I think it's understood that is part of the
report and proposal that we have before us.
MORRISON
RUOSS
MORRISON

That is correct.
I am sorry.
Professor Johnson wants to amend it to

read:
"The Mathematics Department will retain the
authority to grant a master of arts degree under
which an option in applied mathematics is
available. The Mathematics Department will not
offer a computing science option."
RUOSS
MORRISON
HEADY

That's what I understand.
Yes, we accept that.
Further discussion?

Yes, sir.

PROFESSOR MAY
Professor Griego is out of town,
the chairman of the curriculum committee, and asked me
to respond.
At its April twenty-fifth meeting, the Curricul~m
Committee entertained this proposal and passed two motions
Which I would like to read, relative to this proposal.
One of these was that it simply recommended approval of
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the master's degree program in Computing and Information
Science.
The second motion arose after a good deal of dis cussion within the committee and I think it's germane to
read it here, at which the committee attempted to define
the function of this new division.
The motion is as follows:
"The Curriculum Committee urges and expects that
the Division of Computing and Information Science
will meet the service needs of the University
community in computing science at the undergraduate level."
HEADY
All right.
I think we can take those
resolutions into account. The motion before us is to
approve the graduate degree program.
Further discussion?
Yes, Professor Feldman.
PROFESSOR FELDMAN
Yes. I would like to ask a
question about the division, as it's called, is not a
standard department, and yet it's granting a degree . I
wonder if somebody could discuss how it envisions -- what
is a division and will it be a department or wh at is this
entity and how does it have the authority to grant degrees?
HEADY

Mr. Travelstead.

TRAVELSTEAD
Mr . Feldman, the use of the word
"division" is the recent practice of the University.
The first instance we had was with the Division of Public
Administration which was approved about four years ago .
The word "division" was used then, and I think now, to
indicate that the area to be pursued, and degrees granted
in that area, are really interdisciplinary and invol:e two,
three, four, sometimes three or four colleges, and five
or six or seven departments.
That was the case in public administration. It
h~s been granting a degree through that channel since that
time and when this division was recommended to the Faculty
last year, i t was after two years of study involving the
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College of Education, Business, Arts and Sciences, and
Engineering at least, and several departments in those,
and the word "division" was used to again connotate
the interdisciplinary aspect of it, and I think
the present public administration should follow here that
when such a division is created, this Faculty did approve
it at that time, it then follows that a program also to
be approved by this Faculty would be issued -- would be
offered through t~at division, and a degree could be
granted.
I think it's a perfectly legitimate process and
I see no conflict with other departments.
Now, the question whether we CX)ntinue to establish
new divisions at this institution, I think it's a real
question for this Faculty, and I don't mean there should
be others established without very serious thought. I
think this, however, was a result of at least two years
of study and compromise on the part of several colleges,
and the word "division" was used to indicate that
kind of cooperation.
HEADY
Ready to vote? Those in favor, please
say "aye"; opposed, "no." The motion is carried.
Final item on today's agenda - -COTTRELL
Mr. Chairman, wasn't there a resolution
from the Curriculum Committee relative to that, that
Professor May introduced?
HEADY
I didn't understand that he wanted that
considered and adopted by the Faculty, but if he wants
to make such a motion, he may at this point.
MAY
This is simply one of two motions that was
Passed relative to that, and I simply read them on the
floor for your information.
HEADY And r assume for the guidance of the
division from the curricula Committee.
MAY

Yes, sir.

Faculty Con s tiHEADY
Before we take up this last proposal, I
meant earlier to report to the Faculty that the Regents, tution Amendat their meeting last Friday, I believe it was, approved ments Approved
by Rege nts
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the amendmen ts to the Faculty constitution which had been
adopted earlier concerning quorum and so on. So those
are now in effect.
This item is proposal for a library faculty
representative on the Faculty Policy Corrunittee.

Ame n dment of Faculty Cons titution :
Addi tion of Member
of Library Faculty
Professor Hicks.
to Faculty Policy
.
Commi ttee
HICKS
Mr. President, I move that we take from the
table only that one statement, six (b), of t he proposed
larger Faculty Policy Corrunittee. I move that we take the
statement, "one member of the library faculty to be
added to the Faculty Policy Committee."
HEADY

Is there a second?

(Seconded.)
HEADY
Now, as I understand it, this is one of the
matters that's been before the Faculty for at least thirty
d ays, so it is appropriate to take it up and to take fina l
action on it today, if the Faculty wants to do so.
COTTRELL
May I have a point of information? Can
you remove a part of a motion when you table it? This is,
in essence, what the -- I hate to be legalistic, but I
think it is germane.
HEADY
I am not sure of the answe r to that.
I
don't know whether there's a parliamentary adviser here
or not.
I don't see one. I usually rely on at least
HICKS

If there's any question about it --

FACULTY MEMBER

Yes I You can do it.

HEADY I will mov e we can do it. If you want to
overrule me, you may do so. I think we can.
so the motion now is to take this item off the table.
HICKS

May I speak to th at?

HEADY

Yes.

HICKS
The reason r chose to do it ~his.way is
because i f the Faculty agrees to untable this piece,
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then it has been on the table for awhile . Otherwise, I
would make the motion that this Faculty make the decision
of whether or not they would like a member of the library
faculty on the University Faculty Policy Committee, which
would delay an election if the motion passed.
The library faculty numbers thirty-five, and this
is the reason for presenting this now for your consideration.
HEADY
The motion is to take that off the table.
think we have to vote on that first, to take it off, and
we will have to decide whether or not to adopt it .

I

DURRIE
Just to be further legalistic, the six (b)
does mention an alternate. You are not talking about that,
just a member?
HICKS
HEADY

Yes.
Is there discussion?

Professor Merkx.
MERKX
This is one of the nonpartisan things, it
seems to me, one that had wide support and got lost in
the fighting over the other elements of some -- of
some other, quote, amendments.
The revisions that Professor Woodhouse and I proposed was that there should be a person added from the
library faculty. we have added the library staff as
faculty members but haven't given them the kinds of representation in the Fac~lty Policy Committee that the other colleges
have, and -it seems to me that this is very hard to argue
against.
HEADY
Further discussion? Those in favor of the
motion, please say "aye"; opposed, "no." The motion to
take off the table is carried.
We now have it before us for adoption.
you are moving adoption now?

Is there --

HICKS

Yes, sir.

HEADY

Is there a second to that motion?

(Seconded.)
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HEADY
Is there discussion? Those in favor, please
say "aye"; opposed, "no." The motion is carried.
That concludes the business for today.
I want to
remind you that there is another meeting of the Faculty·
on Wednesday, May sixteenth, at this same time and place,
and it will include approval of conferring of degrees,
action on nominations for standing committees next year,
and reports from three committees.
I think the agenda is on its way to you and you
should be getting it very soon.
Professor Cottrell.
Discussion c
COTTRELL
Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask that we
Tenure Quota:
add to the agenda of the next meeting, some briefing and
some discussion of the Faculty~ the question of what
is going on in the area of recommendations to limit percentage
of tenured Faculty at the University of New Mexico.
I think that much of this has moved along this year
at a fairly much more rapid pace than I had anticipated
that it would, and why the general Faculty has not had a
discussion with respect to this, or been briefed on it,
and I think it's an important item. I know the study
is to continue and we will do some studying in the fall,
but there should be some briefing to the general Faculty.
HEADY
I think that would be quite feasible to do,
and I am sure Vice President Travelstead, including me,
would be interested in doing that.
HICKS
If I may, before we adjourn, read a motion
or recommendation that was passed by ' the Faculty Policy
Committee Wednesday.
"That the Faculty Policy Committee requests that
the administration p~l_ay any actions regarding
decision on tenure~wf-e at U.N.M. until the
Academic Freedom and Tenure Committee and the
Faculty Policy committee study the situation and
provide recommendations to the Faculty and to the
administration."
I move the adoption of that suggestion.
COTTRELL

Seconded.
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HEADY
You have heard the motion.
seconded. I s there discussion?
FACULTY MEMBER
purpose of the motion.
HEADY

It's been

I am not sure I understand t he

Let's have it read again.

HICKS
There has been discussion about problems
with the tenured Faculty and how many we h ave at the
University , and this could be problematic. The Facu l t y
Policy Committee is requesting that the administration de l ay
any decision having to do with this subject, until t he
Faculty Policy Committee, the Academic Freedom and Tenure
Committee, and perhaps others, have studied t h e situation
and provided recommend ations to the Faculty and to the
administration.
FACULTY MEMBER
Then may I ask a question, Doctor
Heady? Would this -- is there any suggestion at the
moment that people who are up for tenure t his year, or
whose action on tenure would have been take n this ye a r , wi l l
have their status in any way changed from what it would
be if there hadn't been any of the study be ing rais ed?
HEADY I think the answer to that question is that
Faculty members whose tenure decision date i s June t hirty ,
are now in the normal process of review, and the dec i s ions
will be made the normal way for a l l of those people.
I don't know whether they have actual l y beencompleted or not. And as far as the situation beyond t h at i s
concerned, at the Regents meeting last Fri day , there was
a motion adopted, and I don't know whether a nyone h as
t he exact text of it here, which called f or a study o f
t he problems connected with t he current p ercentages o f
people that are on tenure or probationary status,
leaving for tenure and calling for a repor t b ack to the
Regents on this matter, after consultation , as I recall ,
With the appropriate Faculty committees and bodies and
groups.
That is the current status.
Is there anything you want to add t o th a t ,
Mr. Travelstead?
TRAVELSTEAD

That is corre ct, i t doesn ' t affect
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anything going on now, and I want to support the motion,
and it's in line with what we discussed at the Regents
meeting the other day, and also, I am in agreement with
Mr. Cottrell that this matter be discussed the next time
the Faculty meets, so we will be aware of where we are.
The Regents have called for this study and we are
cooper~ting, and involves the Faculty, and the committees
that MJs. Hicks suggested, and no action is being taken
•
'C_/
this year, and no action will be taken as far as the
administration is concerned .

.,.,...

M:(J. Hicks>~

I support the motion, until the
Faculty and the Regents and this administration comes
out with what seems to be a satisfactory approach to
this problem, and there are many options.
COTTRELL
May I ask one additional question with
respect -- I guess this gets off the debate of the motion,
but I am concerned in terms of some projections, and some
studies of the normal tenure attrition rate, the tenure
confirmation rate, and so forth, being cranked into
our figures, when we discuss this at the May sixteenth
meeting, and not have generalizations of saying,
"We are approaching eighty percent tenure if we include
everyone in the tenure ladder."
I question the validity of that kind of figure,
and I believe it stampedes us into doing something that
we should not be doing, and we would like to have some
data from our institutional research office.
HEADY
That office is currently trying to refine
the current situation and also to make as accurate projections
as we can about what is likely to happen in the future.
DeVRIES
Just a question as to a thought:
is that authority under the Regents or under the
administration?
COTTRELL
HEADY
question is.
DeVRIES

It's by the Faculty, by constitution.

ram not sure what the simple answer to that

Did you understand the question?

TRAVELSTEAD
r think one observation, I assume
in our agreement that this matter would be discussed and

the Faculty would be briefed on it. There will be no
decision by the Faculty on that day, and therefore, I
do not think it is realistic to assume that our office
of institutional research can have all the kinds of
figures you are talking about, Mr . Cottrell, by that time.
I don't think that is necessarily detrimental, because
we are working on it with yo~ in order to do that it
takes some time, about retirements and deaths and
mobility, and resignations, and since the Faculty would
not be making any decision on this at the next meeting,
I assume this is not necessary. I don't think we can
propose that, but that gets into the study
of the whole proposal.
HEADY
It seems to me we are now engaged in the
status review before the next meeting .
COTTRELL.
motion.

I move the question on this instant

HEADY
Those in favor of the motion made by
Professor Hicks, say "aye"; opposed, "no." The motion
is carried.
The meeting is adjourned .
Adjournment, 5:05 p . m.

Durrie,
Secretary

March 12, 1973
To:

John Durrie
Secretary of the University

-15;,._
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In May, 1971, the Co~mittee o~ University Governance published its
~ep~rt to the.Rege~ts, which conta 7ned the following language on pp. 6-7:
While the University Faculty has indicated that it is not in favor of
the proposal for a University Senate at the present time, we recomm~nd
that the faculty be asked to reconsider the Senate idea no later th~n
two years from the date of this report."
We, the undersigned faculty members, believe that the time has r.ow
come.to reconsi~er tJ:ie idea of a University Senate as recommended by the
Committ~e on University Governance. Therefore we ask that the following
resolutions be placed on the agenda of the next faculty meeting. The
language of the resolutions is identical with those recommended by the
Committee on University Governance on November 3, 1970.
A.

Be It Resolved That

. The University of New Mexico faculty approves the creation of c•.
University of New Mexico Faculty Senate . consistent with the following:

B.

1.

The University of New Mexico Faculty Senate shall be empowered
to act on all faculty business other than certain specified
b~~iness to be reserved to the faculty as a whole.

2.

The University of New Mexico Faculty Senate shall be truly representative of all areas of the University and of all teac~ing
ranks within the University.

3.

The faculty, as a body of the whole, shall meet at least twice
each year to act on that certain specified ~usin~ss reserv~d to
the faculty and to discuss any matter of university concern.

4.

The faculty, as a body of the whole, may meet from ti~e to time
to discuss any matter of university concern. The chairman of
the faculty shall call a meeting of the faculty when any-.~{specified number) members of the faculty make a request in
writing that ·he or she call a meeting.

Be It Further Resolved That

The faculty elect an ad hoc committee (1) to propose the structure
ana procedures of the University of New Mexico Facu~ty ~enate~ (2) t:o
Propose the amendments to the current Faculty Constitu~ion which would
be necessary for the implementation of the ~.h.2£. committee's proposed
~iructure and procedure$, and (3) to present its proposals to the facty for faculty adoption.
Signed I
s/
s/
/
s
s//

Ed Lieuwen
S.
ldney Rosenblum
Henry Ellis
F rank A. Logan
5/
John M. Rhodes
: E~win H. Caplan
/ Gilbert w. Merkx

s/
s/
s/
s/
s/
s/
s/

Richard F. Tomasson
Harold C. Meier
William H. Roberts
David Hamilton
Al Parker
Micha Gisser
Marshall , ~. Nason

s/
s/
s/
s/
s/
s/
s./
s/

Tamara Holzapfel
Peter Gregory
Troy S. Floyd
Donald McRile
Clinton Adams
Robert Ell is
Alfred Roe r iguez
!=lanford Cohen

THE UNIVERSITY OF" NEW MEX I CO

DATE :

May 2, 1973

To

All Members of the Faculty

FRO M:

Marion M. Cottrell, Gary Hufbauer, Harold C. Meier, and Gilbert Merkx

SUBJEC T:

Proposed Substitute Motion Relative to a Faculty Senate

...

1,
(

I

,•\ •

The first item of business at the Faculty Meeting of May 8 will be ~n
- ~mend!f1E?_!!,t proposed by Marion Cottrell to the Faculty Senate proposal which
was-,n{roduced at the April 24 rreeting by Harold Meier, on behalf of Gilbert
Merkx and others. In order to expedite the process of getting to the discussion of substance of the Senate concept, we will propose the following
substitute which embodies the essence of both the original and the amendrrent in a way that should be much more satisfactory to those who do not
wish to co11111it the faculty to a Senate until they have received the specific
reconn,endations of the ad hoc co11111ittee. This substitute cannot be introduced until after disposal'c;t the Cottrell arrendment. We suggest tabling
it indefinitely and allowing the introduction of the following substitute
motion:
Be It Resolved That:
A. -

-

-~

,,,,..:

,.,,

It is the sense of the University of New Mexico faculty hat we consider
the creation ofi a Faculty Senate subject to the following guidelines:
1. · The University of New Mexico Faculty Senate sha~l be e~powered
to act on all faculty business other than certain specified
business to be reserved to the faculty as a whole.
2.

The business reserved to the faculty as a whole shall inter alia
include

Conferring of degrees
changes
.
b. Constitutional
Election of the Corrmittee on Academic Freedom and Tenure
c. Reports and business referred by the Senate
d. Reports and business referred by the President
e.
of the University
The University of New Mexico Faculty ~enate shal~ b~ truly
3. representative of all areas and teaching ranks within the University.
The facult as a body of the whole, shall meet at least twic~
4. each earl~ act on that certain specified ~usiness reserved
y
1
t eceive reports from officers of the
to the facu ty, 0 f _i.. F 1ty Senate and to discuss any
University and from tue acu
matter of University concern.
a.

r

r

,

-' -

p

(

....

'

/ ,

/

5.

I

,'
6.
,/

The ~ac'y, as a body of the whole, may meet from time to time
to di uss any matter of University concern. The chairperson of
~~/ aculty shal~ call a meeting of the faculty upon a petition
.....0'T 5% of the vot1ng faculty.
A quorum for such a meeting shall
be 10% of the votinq faculty.
·
ex

- 'c.(' ,.,.

( •

At a meeting called by petition, or(at the se~i-annual meeting of

the faculty as a whole, the faculty may take up any Senate action.
The faculty may vote to have the Senate reconsider any Senate
action at the Senate's next meeting. If t he Senate at its next
meeting shall reaffirm its original action, t he matter shall then
be submitted by mail referendum to the entire faculty. If 50%
or more of the faculty shall cast their ballots, and if a majority
of those voting shall disapprove the Senate's action, the Senate
shall be overruled.

B. Be .!1 Further Resolved That:
1.

The faculty elect an ad hoc corrmittee
a.
b.
c.

To propose the structure and procedures of the University
of New Mexico Faculty Senate, subject to the foregoin g
guidelines
To propose the amendments to the ~urrent Fac~lty Constitution
which would be necessary for the 1mplementat1on of t he
ad hoc corrmittee's proposed structure and procedures
To present its proposals to the faculty for faculty
adoption.

2.

The ad hoc corrmittee's report shall be circulated no later
than-ranuary 20, 1974.

3.

The ad hoc
the l5o1Tcy
and Tenure
be elected

committee shall have 9 members. The Cha~rman of
Committee and the Chainnan of the Academic Freedom
Corrmi ttee shall be members. Seven_me!!1~-~~- s~a 11
at larne by preferential ball~ this meeting

(~;-ar.- - ·-··- .;z..:

May 8, 1973
Amendments to Item A.

I

1.

The Uniyersity of New Mexico Faculty Senate is an agency of the General
Fac~lt~~d shall be empowered to act on all faculty business delegated
.
to 1t -.,~he General Faculty. ~ ~ ~ ,.J-.~ .t.AA-1.U.., ~ 1_ ~

2.

Leave as

3.

Leave as is.

4.

Replace the word "receive" by "act upon".

5.

Delete.

6.

At·a meeting called by petition, or at a regular meeting of the faculty
as a whole, the faculty may take up any Senate action and shall have
the power to alter, reject, approve, submit to a referendum, or otherwise dispose of any action of the Faculty Senate within a fixed period
of time after a Senate vote. Senate action does not take effect until
such period has elapsed without challenge by the General Faculty.

is:'

..__

- ~y~
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UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO

April 30, 1973
TO:

All Faculty

FROM:

Richard E. Lawrence, Dean, College of Education

SUBJECT:

Request for Approval of Proposal to Divide Department of Guidance
and Special Education into Two Departments
The enclosed proposal from the Department of Guidance and Special
Education for division of the Department into two departments has
been approved formally by the Faculty of the College of Education
and has my endorsement.
We hereby request that the Faculty of the University of New Mexico
review the proposal with a view to recommending its approval at
the May Faculty Meeting. Your advice regarding the adequacy of the
attached documentation will be appreciated.
Representatives of the Department and my office will be pleased to
discuss with you at your convenience to provide whatever additional
information you may need.

THE UNIVERSITY O F N EW MEXIC O

I ALBUQU ERQ U E,

NEW M EXICO 87106

DEPARTMENT Of GUIDANCE AND SPECIAL EDUCATION
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
277-5018

The Department of Guidance and Special Education
respectfully submit the following proposal.

We wish to

be con8idered administratively as two separate departments:
J.

The Department of Guidance and Counseling;

2.

The Department of Special Education.

This proposal has been under study since September 1971.
During this time alternatives have been explored and for
the past several months the two areas have functioned
administratively separate .

The area of Guidance and

Counseling, following Dr . Bernadoni's death, has been
under the direction of Acting Chair man Dr . G. Keppers.
Dr. Wayne Maes assumed the chairmanship of the department
on January 1, 1973.

The area of Special Education has been,

following approval of the College of Education faculty for
formation of the two departments , under the direction of
Dr. G. Adamson , Assoc iate Chairman for Special Education .
AJJ the p rofessors presently in the depar~ment agree
that this action would facilitate planning and development
of quality programs .

The sta f fs of the two areas are

already identified as to their area of affiliation upon
approval of this proposal .

We the undersigned are supportive of this proposal:
Guidance & Counseling
Staff

Special Education
Staff

1'-+--+--

George

eppers

l.dt.;£[bµ~-William R. Fishburn

Roger
/

:t4 J

':h1

c~\

Richard M~Dowell
)
, ' )

~- /{a,J<.J OfC(W ,:,~l
Frank Papcsy
~ p p t . with HPER)

.

/

?f~v

Bill Watson

~htm1U;xtfs~)
M~o~~

,0

Glen Van Etten

- - - --- -,+-----

- - - - - - ---

~l«z1i !/L~ tt4!M ~
Dean R·f cha rJ Lawrence

(\"_ J[ jJ:rl2:~=

t:oc.

Dean 1{ i chard Holeman

:/

'VL·t:· I

d,z,c~

Asst. ~;n Rupert Trujillo

Curriculum Design
The following reprodL:tin~s of the Un iversity Catalog
show clearly the separate curricula in the two areas.

As

the curricula are already precisely defined for the two
areas, no confusion is anticipated for students, university
staff or community representatives.

GUIDANCE
410. Rehabilitation Concepts &
Process. (3) Prerequisite :
permission of instructor.
[F all]
415. Foundations of Counseling.
(3) Prerequisite: permission
of instructor. [Summer, Fall,
Spring]
429. Wo rkshop in Counseling. (1 -3)
[O ffered upon demand]
430. Dynamics of Human Behavior.
( 3) Prerequisite: permission
0f instructor. [Summer , Fall,
Sp ring]
!1]]. Theories of Human Interaction.
( 3) Prerequisite: permission
of instructor. [Summer, Fall,
Spring]
447. Topics. (1-3)
510. Te chniques of Parent-Teacher
Counseling. (3) Prerequisite:
permission of instructor.
[Fall]
512 . Diffe rentia l Diagnosis I. (3)
Prerequisite: permission of
instructor. [Summer, Fall,
Spring]
513. Socio-Economic Information
in Counseling . (3) Prerequisite: permission of
instructor. [ Summer, Fall,
Spring]
514. Organization and Supervision
of Counseling Services. (3)
Prerequisite: permission of
i11structor. [Fa l 1)
'>15. Differential Diagnosis lI.
(J) Prerequisite: permission
of instructor. [Spring]

SPECIAL EDUCATION

302. Communicative Disorder.
(3) [Spring, Summer]
371. Education of Exceptional
Child ren. (3) [Summer,
Fall , Spring]
381. Nature & Needs of the
Mentally Retarded. (3)
[ ~:ummer , Fall, Spring]
383. Education of the MexicanAmerican. (3) [Summer,
Fall, Spring)
419. Special Education in the
Regular Classroom. (3)
[Summer, Spring]
427. Problems of the Hearing
Impai red. (3) [Fall]
429. Workshops in Special
Education . (3) [Offered
upon demand)
440 . Social & Psychological
Problems in Special
Education. (3) [Summer,
Spring)
444. The Emotionally Handicapped
Child . (3) [ Sunnner, Fall,
Spring]
447. Topics . (1-3) [Arranged]
467. Survey of Physical Defects.
(3) [Fall]
473. Teaching the Mentally Retarded. (3) [ Summer, Fall,
Spring]
475. Education of the Emotionally
Disturbed (3) [Summer, Fall
Spring]
476. Teaching the Physically &
Neurologically Impaired . (3)
[Sununer , Fall, Spring]

516. Clinical Case Study. ,3)
Prerequisite: Permission
of instructor. [Sununer,
Fall, Spring]
517. Group Counseling (3) Prerequisite: permission of instructor. [Summer, Fall,
Spring]
518. Theories of Counseling. (3)
Prerequisite: permission of
instructor. [Summer, Fall,
Spring]
519. Practicum in Counseling (3-6)
Prerequisite: permission of
instructor. [Summer, Fall,
Spring]
529. Workshop in Counseling (1-4)
540. Counseling in the Elementary
School. (3) Prerequisite:
permission of instructor.
[Spring]
541. Counseling and Play Therapy
with Children. (3) Prerequisite: permission of instructor
[Spring]
547. Topics. (1-3)
550 . College Personnel Work. (3)
Prerequisite: permission of
instructor. [Spring]
551-552. Problems (1-3 hours each
semester)
599. Master's Thesis. (1-6 hours
per semester)
610-611. Internship I and II.
(3-6, 3-6) ( Summer, Fall,
Spring]
62 0 . Seminar in Counseling (3)
Prerequisite: permission of
i.nstructor . [Fall]
621. Advanced Theories of Counseling & Psychotherapy (3)
PrercquJsite : permission
of instructor. [Fall]

479. Methods & Materials in
Special Education. (3)
[Spring, Fall]
481. Teaching Children with
Learning Disabilities. (3)
[Summer, Fall, Spring]
521. Clinical Program in Therapeutic Physical Education.
(3) [Sunnner, Fall, Spring]
523. Education of the Severely
Retarded. (3) [Spring]
525. Clinical & Behavioral As pects of the Emotionally
Disturbed Child. (3)
[Spmuer,Fall, Spring]
529. Workshops in Special Education. (1-3) [Offered upon
demand]
547. Topics . (1-3) [Arranged]
551-552. Problems (1-3 per semester)[Offered upon demand]
571. Curriculum Development in
Special Education (3) [Spring]
573-01. Seminar in Mental Retardation . (3) [Summer, Fall,
Spring]
573-02. Seminar in Emotionally
Disturbed. (3) [Fall, Spring]
573-03. Seminar in Neurologically
Impaired (3) [Summer, Fall,
Spring]
573-04. Seminar in Special Education in the Regular Classroom.
(3) [Summer, Fall, Spring ]
574. Organization & Supervision of
Special Education Programs.
(3) [Fall]
577. Teaching the Gifted Child.
(3) [Surmner, Spring]
578. Advanced Techniques of Teaching the Physically & Neurologically Impaired. (3) [ Spring]
579. Instructional Strategies in
Special Education. (3) [ Summer.
Fall, Spring]

·o

622. Advanced Group Counseling &
Psychotherapy (3) Prerequ 4 site : permission of 1 .structor. [ Spring]
630. Advanced Practicum in Counseling, Counselor Education,
and Supervision. Prerequisite:
permission of instructor.
(3-6) [Fall, Spring]
699. Doctoral Dissertation (3-9
hours per semester)

580. Practicum in Special Education. (1-6) [summer, Fall,
Spring]
599. Master's Thesis. (1-6 , per
semester)
610-611. Internship I & II. (3- 6 )
[ Summer, Fall, Spring]
699. Doctoral Dissertation.
(3 -9 per semester)

Related Considerations for Program Change
While Student teachers i n Special Education may require
some coursework in Guidance to help them guide and counsel
children concerning their educational problems, and students
in Guidance may need some coursework in Special Education
to help them counse l exceptional children, there is little
else in common between the two fields.
Some basic differences are provided to assist the
readers of this proposal:
1.

There is a trend away from the formation of Departments of Special Education and Guidance.

In most

instances, these areas were placed together for
convenience and because both were small and began about
the same time.
2.

Special Education has its own professional organizations
which are diffe rent from organizations representing
the Guidance field.

(Council for Exceptional Children,

Association for Children with Learning Disabilities,
American Association for Mental Deficiency, etc.)
].

The curricula of the two types of programs are
uniquely different.

Many prospective students are

lost to the area because of a lack of curriculum
clarity o r roles.

The grov~h of the progr~m would

be enhanced if potential students were able to identify Special Education apart from its relation with
the Guidance Department.

4.

The Department of Guidance and Special Education contains a wide variety of programs.

The regular Guidance

and Counseling program prepares students to be counselors at the elementary, high school and university
levels and prepares persons to be guidance administrators, personnel workers and in related professions.
A separa te program is the Rehabilitation Counseling
Program Lhat prepares counselors to deal with a wide
variety o f handicapped persons.

The Special Education

areas of the department have speci fic programs to deal
with the heterogeneous areas of Mental Retardation,
Emotional Disturbance, Physically and Neurologically
Impaired, Multi-handicapped and Learning Disabilities.
Because of the large number of diverse programs within
the department, it has become very difficult for a
single department chairman to supervise and show educational leadership in all areas.

To assist in this task,

an associate chairman has taken over the administrative
responsibilities for Special Education.
5.

The Department of Guidance and Special Education
is also greatly involved with a number of service
activities which make the administration of the
department under one department chairman difficult.
Manzanita Cen ter and the Special Education Materials
Center are a part of these respons ibilities .

6.

The most impor tant un~ ':ue factor in the Departn.cnt
o f Guidance and Special Education indicating that
a reorganization is necessary is that t he department
has been able to expand its Special Education programs
with the help of federal support grants.

The federal

grants given to the department have been to promote
Speci al Education and were awarded with the intention that
Special Education eventually become a separate department
wi th its own identity.

The continuance of these funds is,

in part, dependent upon the ability of the department to
show that Spec ial Education is an identifiable program.
To make Special Education a separate department would
be visible proof of the university's intent to assist
in the area.

F_i_~an c ial Aspects of_ ~~e Formation of Two Departments
The re is no fin ancial problem created by this proposa l
as the operation as separate departments would require no
additional monies.

~~..£.~':_~ fie Data Concerning the Department of Guidance and
Special Education
Anyone desiring information on any aspect of the
program is requested to call Dr. W. Maes regarding
Guidan ce and Sounseling or Dr. G. Adamson regarding
Special Education.

PROPOSAL FOR A M.S. DEGREE
IN COMPUTING AND I NFORMATION SCIENCE

The Executive Committee of the Division of Computing and Information
Science re quest approval of a Masters Degree in Comput ing and Information
Scie nce to be offered by the Division of Comput ing and Information Science
of the University of New Mexico.

The request has been approved by the

Gradua te Cormnittce, the Curriculum Committee and the Academic Vice President.
It is our opinion that this does not constitute a new degree , but
that it will move the authority to grant the degree fr om the Mathema tics
Department to the Division of Computing a nd Inf orma tion Science.
This progr am was instituted i n the Mathematics Depar t ment in 1968
as a Masters Degree in Ap plied Mathematics (Computing Science Option)
and was rather comp l e tely revised in 1971.

The Mathematics Department

inte11c1s to retain the authority to grant a Master of Arts
n..,gree in App lied Mathematics.

It does not intend a t any future time to

grant a Masters Degree in Applied Ma t hema tics (Computing Science Option) .
The degree proposed here is, except for minor changes in wording ,
the same degree as the 1971 version.

The 1971 version was more flexible

and placed more emphasis on computing than did t he original (1968) one .
It recognizes that computing techni que s are now app lied, not only to
problems in mathema tics and the physical and enginee ring sciences, bu t
also to a broad spectrum of subjects of human though t, ranging through
the arts, the humanities, law, administrative sciences, and biological
and hea lth sciences,

The program is intended to accommodate those

students who wish to make a career of applying compu ting science to

problems in any of these fields.
The description of the curriculum, staff, and course offerings
which was furnished to the Graduate Committee, the Curriculum Committee
and the Academic Vice President, includes a listing of course offe rings,
enrollments, staff vitae, and recipients of the previous degree.
of that re port are available on request.

Copies

Some of the details of tha t

report are summarized below.
Teaching staff
5 Faculty members, to be transferred from the Mathematics Department.

Other Members of the Executive Committee of the Division of Computing
and Information Science
7 Faculty members designated by the Colleges of Arts and Sciences,

Engineering, Medicine, Business and Administrative Sciences,
Education, and the Library.
Course Offerings
Level

Cross Listings

Number

100
200
300
400

3
2
6
10

500
600

7
2

1 with Mathematics
1
4
1
1
2

with
with
with
with
with

Mathematics
Mathematics
Linguistics
Business
Mathematics

Courses From Other Departments
Recommended for Inclusion in M.S. Programs
pepartment

B & AS
EECS
Linguistics
Mathematics

Number
5
21
3

4

3

Students Who Have Received the
Master's Degree in Applied Mathematics
Computing Science Option
'
Before Spring 1973
Expected, Spring 1973

11
10

DEGREE REQUIREMENTS
A.

~dmission
In addition to the requirements for regular admission to the Graduate

School, the candidate must have the following:

(a)

Knowledge of computing

science including algorithmic processes , computer organization, numerical
progr.:,1mning, and non-numerical programming, equivalent to CIS 154, CIS 155,
CIS 255 , CIS 256, and CIS 375 or MA 375.

(b)

Knowledge of mathematics

essential to computing science inc luding calculus, linear algebra, probability and statistics, equivalent to MA 162, MA 163, MA 314 or MA 321,
and MA 345.

(c)

Knowledge, equivalent to t welve semester hours at the

junior level or above, of some field such as computing science, mathema tics,
engineering, physical science, business administrati on, linguistics, or
some other area which has involved quantitative or logical considerations,
and to which the student will be able to apply the computing science
learned in the course of completing this program.

B.

Advisor
Each student is to be assigned an advisor upon first registrati on .

The student and the advisor together shall work out a course of studies
which meets the student's career objectives and which constitutes a
coherent program satisfying the requirements in part C.

No course shall

be counted toward the requirement of 32 semester hours which has no t
been agreed on by the student and his advisor as a part of this coherent

4

program.

C.

Program Requirements
In addition to all graduate school requirements for the Masters

Degree (Graduate Bulletin pp. 35-38), the requirements for completion
of th is program are as follows:
of graduate credit.

(b)

(a)

A minimum of 32 semester hours

At least 18 of these 32 hours must be in courses

offered in the Division of Computing and Information Science.

(c)

At

least 15 of these 32 hours must be in courses at the 500 level or above.
(d)

At least 6 hours must be in individual problem courses in computing

science in which the student demonstrated his ability to use the material
he has learned by solving a substantial computing problem .

(e)

At least

3 hours must be in a reading course (CIS 650) in c<;>mputing science in
which the student is expected to le ~rn to read the technical literature
of computing, present oral reports on this reading, and play an effective
part in discussions based on this reading.

(f)

A grade point average

of not less than 3.00 must be achieved for these 32 hours .

D.

Examination Procedure
A comprehe nsive examina tion cover ing material in all of the student's

courses will be administered i.n the semester in which the requirements
listed in section care completed, or in the next regular semester .
The proposed degree has no budgetary implications.

It will be

administ ered by the Divisicn of Computing and Informa tion Science, whose
staff, consisting of transfers from the Mathematics Department , were
provided by the action of this faculty in creating the Division last
December.
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THE Ui~ IVERS I TY OF NE\·/ MEX I CO

May 3, 1973
TO:

The General Faculty

FROM:

Roy L. Johnsonk(~sistant Dean, The Grad uate School

SUBJECT:

Proposal for M.S. Degree in Computing and Information Science

On the agenda fo r the General Faculty meeting of May 8 there Ts
a proposa l for an M.S. Deg ree in Comput ing and Information Sc ience. It has
come to the attention of the Graduate Schoo l that a change i n wordi ng is
necessary in order to make that proposal agree with the substance of the
proposa l approved by the Graduate Corrmittee.
Please note that the second and third sentences of the third paragraph, page 14, of the attachment to the agenda presently reads:
"The Mathematics Department intends to retain the authority to
grant a Master of Arts Degree in Applied Mathematics . It does
not intend at any future time to grant a Master' s Degree in
Applied Mathematics (Computing Sc ience Option) . "
These s hould be changed to read:
The Mathematics Department wi I I retain the author ity to grant a
Master of Arts Degree unde r which an oot ion in app_l i ed rr.athemat i c:
is available . The Mathematics Department wi 11 not offer a computing
science option .
Wi I I you please bring this memo to the facu lty meeti ng of May 8.

j/k

.. .

